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The purpose of this study was to examine teachers’ classroom management styles
in seven elementary schools, four Title I and three Non-Title I, and determine the
relationship between student achievement, discipline, and attendance. Additionally,
teachers’ races, genders, ages, years of teaching experiences, and educational levels were
also investigated to determine the relationship between student achievement, discipline,
and attendance.
Six research questions guided this study: (1) Is there a relationship between
teachers’ classroom management styles and student achievement in Title I and Non-Title
I schools? (2) Is there a relationship between teachers’ classroom management styles and
student discipline in Title I and Non-Title I schools? (3) Is there a relationship between
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teachers’ classroom management styles and student attendance in Title I and Non-Title I
schools? (4) Is there a relationship between teachers’ classroom management styles and
student achievement in terms of teachers’ races, genders, ages, years of teaching
experiences, and educational levels in Title I and Non-Title I schools? (5) Is there a
relationship between teachers’ classroom management styles and student discipline in
terms of teachers’ races, genders, ages, years of teaching experiences, and educational
levels in Title I and Non-Title I schools? (6) Is there a relationship between teachers’
classroom management styles and student attendance in terms of teachers’ races, genders,
ages, years of teaching experiences, and educational levels in Title I and Non-Title I
schools?
The findings resulted from a teacher questionnaire, classroom observation
checklists, students’ grade point averages, scores from the Georgia Criterion Referenced
Competency Tests (GCRCT) in language arts and mathematics, and students’ discipline
and attendance reports. Theses findings revealed several conclusions, most noteworthy
of which teachers’ classroom management styles, races, genders, ages, years of teaching
experiences, and educational levels were related to student achievement and discipline,
but disclosed no significant relationship between student attendance.
Furthermore, the study presented five recommendations, including the need to
extend this research by examining the classroom management styles of new and veteran
teachers in Title I and Non-Title I schools.
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Disruptive behaviors have become increasingly accepted as part of the norm in
inner-city schools. One of the greatest challenges teachers face is maintaining control in
the classroom in order to achieve academic objectives. Unfortunately, classroom
discipline and academic achievement are so much more than a simple question of “Does
this child know how to behave?" or "Does this child want to learn?” Discipline is a
concern for everyone and is one of the top three reasons new teachers leave the
profession. Discipline problems are also often listed by teachers as a major source of
teacher bvunout (Freiberg & Stein, 1995; Smith, 2000).
In a poll conducted yearly since 1969 by Phi Delta Kappa concerning public
education, discipline has always been at the top or near the top since 1994. One question
on the survey asked, "What do you think are the biggest problems with which the public
schools of your community must deal?” The 33*^^ Annual Phi Delta Kappa/Gallup Poll
was featured in its September 2001 issue, and again, the number one concern was "lack
of discipline/more control,” with "fighting/violence/gangs" following behind (Rose, L.
and Gallup, A., 2001).
In the same Annual 33*^^ Gallup Poll conducted by Phi Delta Kappa, "students'
ability and achievement" was also a topic to which people were asked to respond. Two
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questions asked last year were repeated in year 2002. The first question was, "In your
opinion, do all students have the ability to reach a high level of learning?" 52% of the
national totals responded, "Yes, students have the ability to reach a high level of
learning." However, the second question asked, "Do you think most students achieve
their full academic potential in school, or do you think most students achieve only a small
part of their academic potential in school?" 81% responded, "Most students achieve only
a small part of their potential."
Children are faced with many problems that typically originate from home life
and peer pressure. Nonetheless, whether children bring their problems to school or learn
inappropriate behaviors at school, educators are forced to manage students’ behaviors so
that learning can take place. Discipline problems have been linked with teachers’
classroom management styles (Wolfgang, 1996), which could lead to a decrease in
student achievement and school attendance on a regular basis, and an increase in students'
discipline problems.
The term “classroom management” is often used to describe the way teachers
achieve order. “Classroom management focuses on ways to establish and maintain
workable situations for classroom groups and on ways to spot misbehaviors, resolve
behavioral disorder, and/or capture the attention of individual students” (Burden, 1995, p.
3).
There have been numerous studies that relate teacher management techniques to
student achievement and behavior (Goatly, 1995; Haroun & O’Hanlon, 1997; Smith,
2000; Wolfgang, 1996). In a study of23 prospective middle school teachers, all 23
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prospective teachers expressed discomfort with student discipline and establishing and
enforcing rules (Jones & Vesilind, 1995). Reducing the number of student disturbances
was consistently stated as a goal of many educators (Friedman, 1994; Gilberts &
Lignugariskraft, 1997; Green, 1998; Rose & Gallup, 2001; Wolfgang, 1996).
The objectives for teachers are to improve student achievement, discipline, and
attendance, and to reduce the need for teacher intervention by helping students learn how
to control their own behavior so learning can take place. Teachers apply various
discipline techniques, hoping students will internalize self-discipline and display it in the
classroom. How they apply these discipline techniques can determine their effectiveness
in the classroom (Alderman, 1997).
Different educational philosophies dictate different school purposes, and within
these different philosophies are a number of child development theories designed to
achieve these purposes. Educational philosophies have been variously categorized,
mostly according to the relative amount of freedom or control to be exercised by teachers
and students. These philosophies emphasize the role either of the teacher in transmitting
knowledge and culture to students in an orderly and controlled manner or of students in
determining for themselves what is important to learn from the teacher. Theories of child
development and discipline follow a similar pattern. Generally these theories can be




Management theories assume children's growth and development is a
consequence of external conditions over which they may have little control. Children,
according to this point of view, are bom as "blank slates" and are "written upon" by the
environment. These theories hold that human development can be explained essentially
in terms of observable human behaviors and the environmental stimuli that promote or
reinforce these behaviors. Changing children's behavior is simply a matter of arranging
environmental conditions (e.g., giving rewards) to influence desired responses.
The leading proponent ofmanagement theories is B. F. Skinner. His work is very
popular and enjoys considerable support in the schools and in the other institutions.
Teachers who use management theories believe that the behavior of children must be
controlled because they assume children are unable to adequately monitor and control
themselves and without supervision their behavior will be erratic and potentially
destmctive. Therefore, teachers must control the students' environment to elicit only
desirable behaviors.
Nondirective Intervention Theories
Nondirective intervention theories are based on the assumption that children
develop from an iimer unfolding. Children contain within themselves the necessary
"blueprint" for complete rational self-determination. Intervention in the form of control
or directed interaction is unnecessary for children to reach their fullest potential.
Children achieve the best possible growth only if they are allowed to direct themselves.
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From this perspective, children have a natural inclination to learn and become self-
directed and self-actualized. Actualization is a process of personal growth that only the
individual can properly direct and achieve.
The role of the teacher in this process is to provide conditions that promote self¬
growth and help to clarify life experiences for the individual. Carl Rogers is the most
popular proponent of this child development approach. In the school setting, he
advocates considerable freedom for children. As long as children are able to direct their
own school experiences, Rogers argues, there is little cause to fear that they will make
inappropriate choices.
Leadership Theories
Leadership theories are based on the assumption that children develop from an
interaction of both inner and outer influences. From this viewpoint, behavior is the
product of a multitude of factors and their relationships are properly taken into accoimt.
Growth is believed to come from a constant interplay between children and their social
experiences.
The role of teachers from this perspective is one of leadership. Educators assume
children can achieve a state of responsible self-determination if the teacher uses
appropriate intervention strategies. Children, it is believed, want to control their own
lives and can eventually do so responsibly if teachers and other adults teach them how.
Children continually try to gain greater competence and achieve more control over their
lives, but they often fail to understand that their behavior is a hindrance to their own
growth and development. They need to recognize the consequences of their behavior and
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make adjustments to achieve more favorable consequences. William Glasser is a leading
proponent of leadership-oriented discipline. He believes that teachers can provide
valuable assistance to children as they learn to assume greater responsibility for
themselves and gain more control over their behavior.
In selecting an approach to discipline, teachers first need to determine which of
the general views of child development is most consistent with their personal values and
educational philosophy. Then they can examine various theories and discipline models
more carefully to determine which would be most appropriate to use; they may even
combine features of several models to create a discipline model of their own. Child
development theories and discipline models are usually categorized according to the
relative amounts of freedom they give to children and control they give to teachers or
parents.
Management theories allow children very little autonomy and depend on teachers
to carefully monitor students' behavior and control its expression. Nondirective
intervention theories favor almost unlimited freedom for children. Leadership theories
advocate considerable freedom for children, but only as they become able to use it
responsibly. Before choosing an approach to discipline or before designing an entire
educational program, teachers should ask themselves how much freedom they believe
children should have in school. The answer will make it much easier to select from
among various classroom management theories and models.
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Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to examine teachers' classroom management styles
in seven elementary schools, four Title I and three Non-Title I schools, and to determine
the relationship between teachers' classroom management styles and student
achievement, discipline and attendance. Additionally, the relationship between teachers’
races, genders, ages, years of teaching experiences and educational levels were also
investigated in terms of student achievement, discipline, and attendance.
Background of the Problem
An increasing number of students' low test scores, poor grade reports,
suspensions, discipline referrals, and absenteeism sends a message to educators that
certain management techniques are ineffective (Hilsdon, 1997). Teachers need to be
aware of different classroom management techniques in order to work in an environment
that is conducive to learning, manage their classrooms successfully, and reduce the
number ofdiscipline problems.
A study conducted by Haroun and O’Hanlon (1997) indicated that appropriate
behaviors were found in classrooms where students respected teachers in their approach
toward school discipline. Another study examined by Fuller and Clarke (1994) focused
on management models exercised in the classroom and how children accepted particular
rules. They found that appropriate behaviors were foimd in classrooms where teachers
and students held similar understandings ofexpected rules ofauthority and achievement.
Teachers respond to students’ behaviors in one of three ways. They use the
Nonassertive, Assertive, or Hostile management style. Researches show teachers who
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use the Nonassertive Approach have more behavioral problems than teachers who use the
Assertive or Hostile Approach (Alderman, 1997; Canter, 1996; Wolfgang, 1996). On the
other hand, other researches show teachers who use the Hostile Approach have more
discipline problems than the teachers who use the Nonassertive or Assertive Approach
because students perceive the high control (Hostile Approach) teachers as not caring
(Burden, 1995; Candelosi, 1997; Canter, 1996; Green, 1998; Wolfgang, 1996). Teachers
who use the Assertive Approach have fewer numbers of student behavioral problems than
teachers who use the Nonassertive or Hostile Approach, thus, achieving the goal of
increasing student achievement (Alderman, 1997; Burden, 1995; Candelosi, 1997;
Canter, 1996; Edwards, 1993; Froyen, 1996; Green, 1998; Wolfgang, 1996).
If student achievement, discipline, and attendance are main concerns of teachers,
what factors contribute to teachers miming a well-supervised, well-behaved classroom in
which students are free to leam without constant intermptions and distractions? In a well-
managed classroom, a high number of student discipline problems, poor academic grades,
low test scores and poor attendance should not exist.
The following information gives a brief overview of each issue that was
investigated as a part of the dissertation. The problems discussed were student
achievement, discipline and attendance.
According to literature and research studies, a teacher's classroom management
style has an influence on student learning, discipline and attendance (Green, 1998;
Haroim & O'Hanlon, 1997; Martin & Baldwin, 1996; Rose & Gallup, 2001). Schools, in
particular teachers, play a major role in determining students' academic success or failure
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(Nieto, 1996 cited in Jacobson, 2000). Teachers cannot gain achievement unless they
have the students’ attention and students report to school on a regular basis (Glasser,
1997; Green, 1998).
Student discipline referrals are symptoms of a learning environment that does not
work for either students or teachers. The misbehaving student is not the only one who
experiences reduced learning through disruptive behavior. The entire classroom is
interrupted while the teacher stops to react to the disruptive student(s) and write the
referral(s). Teachers who use positive direct or indirect discipline techniques create a
positive and effective relationship with students, which in turn result in higher on-task
behaviors (Alderman, 1997).
In an issue of The Joimial of Educational Research. Lamdin (1996) contended
that "one policy variable that receives scant attention with respect to student performance
is student attendance” (p. 157). Lamdin concluded that education analysts and
policymakers need to reconsider policies and procedures with respect to school
attendance. Tony Harris (1997), a spokesman for the Alabama Department ofEducation,
stated that truancy violations are important because children need an education, and is not
a subject to be taken lightly. Others such as Randall Flanery (1997), assistant professor
of community and family medicine at St. Louis University School of Medicine,
contended that there are a lot of reasons why a child may not want to go to school. For
whatever the reason, changes need to be made to gain the child's interest in school.
Needless to say, there is a need to examine teachers' classroom management
styles and explore the relationship between student achievement, discipline and
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attendance. When teachers are given information on management techniques that can be
used as a self-evaluation tool, both teachers and students may find these techniques to be
beneficial in helping students develop lifelong social and academic skills.
Statement of the Problem
Student achievement and classroom discipline have become major problems in
schools today. The concern about ^hievement and discipline is not declining, but is
growing year by year. Classroom management focuses on ways to establish and maintain
practical situations for classroom groups, detect misconduct, resolve behavioral disorder,
and/or capture the attention of individual students (Burden, 1995). Receiving a number
of discipline referrals from a single classroom indicates that a classroom management
plan is ineffective (McGinnis, 1995).
Research has shown that disruptive behavior not only confronts schools and
society with a serious challenge, but it also has an adverse affect on individuals (Nelson,
1996). A study conducted by Chiu and Tulley (1997) suggested that regardless of grade,
gender, or self-described levels of academic achievement, students indicated a clear
preference for discipline to be established in the classroom. In other studies related to
classroom discipline, student-teachers reported that students rarely attended school, and
when they did, they were disruptive, defiant and inattentive (Chiu & Talley, 1995; Smith,
2000).
Adults often reminisce about missed opportunities to learn and are often quoted as
saying, "If only I could do it over." There are also comments heard about teachers who
have impacted the lives of their students and who have shown the importance of school
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and the window of opportunities it possesses. A careless, misphrased question or an
unchallenged facial expression can result in negative expectations about school. Studies
indicate that teachers who are more qualified to teach tend to work in schools that consist
of predominantly white children, students who come from middle to high income
families, and students whose parents are involved in their children's education (Vasquez,
1988). Thus, students' test scores and academic achievement are high and discipline
concerns are minimal.
Additionally, in the school system where this research study takes place, there is a
consensus of stakeholders who believe that certain areas located in the north Atlanta area
produce higher test scores and have more well-behaved students than the schools located
in the poorer parts of Atlanta. Consequently, there was a need to investigate teachers'
classroom management styles and examine their relationship between their management
styles and student achievement, discipline, and attendance in both Title I and Non-Title I
schools.
Significance of the Study
Student achievement and discipline in the classroom are frequently discussed
topics and bring about issues and concerns for teachers, administrators, parents, students,
politicians, and society at large. However, there is little research that shows the
relationship between teachers' classroom management styles and teachers’ races, genders,
ages, years of teaching experiences, and educational levels in terms of student
achievement, discipline and attendance in both Title I and Non-Title I schools.
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Due to this lack of research, this study is significant because it may provide
educators with information that can be used in the classroom to better address the needs
of their students, as well as serve as a self-assessment tool for teachers. This information
can also function as an evaluation method for administrators and give insight on possible
reasons why certain teachers may be challenged when dealing with classroom
management. This knowledge should be undoubtedly helpful and useful to both. The
following research questions were answered in this study:
Research Questions
1. Is there a relationship between teachers' classroom management styles and student
achievement in Title I and Non-Title I schools?
2. Is there a relationship between teachers' classroom management styles and student
discipline in Title I and Non-Title I schools?
3. Is there a relationship between teachers' classroom management styles and student
attendance in Title I and Non-Title I schools?
4. Is there a relationship between teachers' classroom management styles and student
achievement in terms of teachers’ races, genders, ages, years of teaching experiences
and educational levels in Title I and Non-Title I schools?
5. Is there a relationship between teachers' classroom management styles and student
discipline in terms of teachers’ races, genders, ages, years of teaching experiences
and educational levels in Title I and Non-Title I schools?
6. Is there a relationship between teachers' classroom management styles and student
attendance in terms of teachers’ races, genders, ages, years of teaching experiences
and educational levels in Title I and Non-Title I schools?
Summary
Teachers have the demanding task of maintaining control in the classroom in an
effort to mastermandated goals and objectives. Discipline has been a major concern for
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all stakeholders and continues to be one of the three reasons teachers new to the
education profession leave. According to Bmden (1995), classroom management focuses
on ways to establish and maintain workable situations for classroom groups, spot
misbehaviors, resolve behavioral disorder, and capture the attention of individual
students.
There have been several studies which have shown the relationship between
teachers’ classroom management styles and student achievement and discipline (Goatly,
1995; Haroun and O’Hanlon, 1997; Smith, 2000; Wolfgang, 1996), but a limited number
of studies which show how student attendance may be affected by teachers’ management
techniques. The goal of increasing student achievement and attendance, while decreasing
student discipline problems, is to reduce the need for teacher intervention by assisting
students vvith controlling their own behavior in order for learning to take place.
Throughout this study, reference is made to one of the three classroom
management styles as seen by Alderman (1997), Canter (1996), and Wolfgang (1996).
These styles are the Nonassertive, Assertive, and Hostile styles, as each related to student
achievement, discipline, and attendance. In addition, teacher factors such as races,
genders, ages, years of teaching experiences, and educational levels are examined as
elements of how students perform academically, behave appropriately, and attend school
regularly.
Chapter one studies the problem in perspective and further provides those
elements that are significant to the topic investigated. The variables are identified and
research questions to guide the study are formed.
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Chapter two reviews and discusses the literature relative for background
information on the three classroom management styles teachers most use: Nonassertive,
Assertive, and Hostile. The literature review examines the historical perspective of these
classroom management styles, including student achievement, discipline, and attendance.
Clearly the literature addresses the myriad of issues that paralyze teachers and students
when classroom management is not in place. In addition, the literature discusses those
reasons why teachers adopt the Nonassertive or Hostile style, which makes it difficult for
them and their students to experience success in the classroom. The literature review
provides strategies to strengthen classroom management techniques in an effort to
improve student achievement, discipline, and attendance.
The third chapter presents the operational definition of specific terms and lists the
variables guiding this research. The independent variable is the classroom management
style - Nonassertive, Assertive, or Hostile style. The dependent variables are student
achievement, student discipline, and student attendance. The intervening variables are
teachers’ races, genders, ages, years of teaching experiences, and educational levels.
Finally, the chapter presents the limitations of the study.
In chapter four, the methodology and procedures used for investigating the
relationship between teachers’ classroom management styles and student achievement,
discipline, and attendance, as well as in terms of teachers’ races, genders, ages, years of
teaching experiences, and educational levels are presented. One instrument, a teacher
questionnaire developed by the researcher, is used to address the aforementioned teacher
factors - races, genders, ages, years of teaching experiences, and educational levels. The
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other three instruments are developed by Canter (1976) and are used as observational
tools to place the teachers into one of three classroom management styles: Nonassertive,
Assertive, or Hostile. The researcher obtains permission to use the instruments and to
observe the teachers. Finally, statistical data are encoded using the Statistical Package of
the Social Sciences (SPSS).
The fifth chapter analyzes data obtained from 146 Title I and Non-Title I
elementary school teachers in terms of the following research questions:
1. Is there a relationship between teachers’ classroom
management styles and student achievement in Title I
and Non-Title I schools?
2. Is there a relationship between teachers’ classroom
management styles and student discipline in Title I
and Non-Title I schools?
3. Is there a relationship between teachers’ classroom
management styles and student attendance in Title I
and Non-Title I schools?
4. Is there a relationship between teachers’ classroom
management styles and student achievement in terms
of teachers’ races, genders, ages, years of teaching
experiences, and educational levels in Title I and
Non-Title I schools?
5. Is there a relationship between teachers’ classroom
management styles and student discipline in terms of
teachers’ races, genders, ages, years of teaching
experiences, and educational levels in Title I and
Non-Title I schools?
6. Is there a relationship between teachers’ classroom
management styles and student attendance in terms of
teachers’ races, genders, ages, years of teaching
experiences, and educational levels in Title I and
Non-Title I schools?
Chapter six summarizes the findings of this study and presents the conclusions,
implications, and recommendations based on the research findings.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
The problem ofthis study was to examine teachers’ classroom management styles
in seven elementary schools and to determine the relationship between teachers’
classroom management styles and student achievement, discipline, and attendance.
Additionally, the relationship between teachers’ classroom management styles and
student achievement, discipline, and attendance were examined in terms of teachers’
races, genders, ages, years of teaching experiences, and educational levels.
In examining the teachers’ classroom management styles, the review of the
literature focused on three areas: (1) the Nonassertive Style, (2) the Assertive Style, and
(3) the Hostile Style. Three student behaviors were examined in relation to the
Nonassertive, Assertive, and Hostile Styles: (1) student achievement, (2) student
discipline, and (3) student attendance. In addition, five teachers’ characteristics were
examined: (1) races, (2) genders, (3) ages, (4) years of teaching experiences, and (5)
educational levels.
The review of the literature studies the result of different teacher classroom
management techniques on student behaviors. The literature on each classroom
management style - Nonassertive, Assertive, and Hostile - is addressed, followed by
effective and ineffective teacher strategies. This research is intended to give the readers
ways to improve classroom management in order to have a successfiil teaching
16
17
environment conducive to learning thatwill decrease the number of student suspensions,
discipline referrals, and absenteeism, while increasing student achievement.
Since management deals with maintaining order and creating an environment
conducive to learning (Burden, 1995), it is important for educators to examine and focus
on the effect of teacher classroom management techniques on student behaviors. It is
also vital that teachers think about how they elicit appropriate behavior in their students
and look at how other educators deal with the issue of order. If some classroom
management techniques were more effective in reducing the number of discipline
problems, teachers and students would benefit greatly.
The orientation of a discipline program refers primarily to the consistency with
which it is applied. Some theorists emphasize the importance of using a single set of
internally consistent principles and believe that discipline practices should adhere to these
principles as much as possible (Green, 1998; McGinnis, 1995; Smith, 2000). Others
contend that teachers should be encouraged to choose freely from among a variety of
techniques or discipline models as the situation dictates, despite being based on dissimilar
principles (Canter, 1996; Glasser, 1997; Goatly, 1995; Wolfgang, 1996).
There are several classroom management techniques or approaches teachers
mainly use in their profession: Nonassertive, Assertive, and Hostile styles. These
approaches progress along a continuum from minimum to maximimi use of power by the
teacher (Martin & Baldwin, 1996). The following is a synopsis of teacher management
techniques used in classrooms across the country.
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The Nonassertive Leadership Style
The Nonassertive Leadership Style
Low Control (Nonassertive Approach) - This teacher:
1. asks the student to achieve a behavior that was not specific. Example: “Try to
be good.”
2. makes statements to students about behaviors that did not communicate what
students were expected to do. Example: “Why were you talking?”
3. says all of the right words, but did not back up the words with the necessary
consequences to influence the students to eliminate the improper behavior.
4. demands the students to stop and threatened to follow through, but failed to do
so.
5. ignores the inappropriate behavior at all times, expecting it to go away.
The nonassertive teacher permits some students to meet their needs at the expense of
the teacher and other students. According to Lee and Marlene Canter (1976), the
nonassertive teacher generally engages in one of five forms ofbehavior:
• hedging




The most common form is hedging on enforcement by asking the student to accomplish
an intermediate behavior:
“I want you to try to stop pestering your neighbors.”
“You had better start thinking about losing recess before you sharpen your pencil
without getting permission.”
“You had better start being more concerned about completing your work
assignments.”
In these examples, the teacher approaches the incident with an attitude of “Let’s reach an
19
informal agreement on this matter. I will not impose a penalty for the rule violation if
you promise to be good.” The promise is aimed at getting the student to try to be better
or to think before engaging in unacceptable behavior.
A request for an explanation for the bad behavior is the second form of
nonassertive behavior: “I want to know why you persist in roaming around the room
when you are supposed to be doing seatwork.” The teacher presumably believes that bad
behavior is excusable if, first, the explanation warranted it or, second, there was reason to
believe that in the absence of an excuse a student will desist jfrom such behavior in the
future. Both alternatives work best when the student makes all the right choices and then
exercises more prudence to escape detection in the future.
In the third form of nonassertive behavior, the teacher makes threats without
informing students of the consequences that will follow repeated instances of the
objectionable behavior: “You had better not let me catch you taking Beverly’s pencil
again.” Students accustomed to idle threats ignore them. They wait for the teacher to
settle down and then resume acting with impunity to aversive consequences. An observer
does not have to spend much time in classrooms to witness examples of these
nonassertive ways of dealing with disciplinary problems. In each instance, the student is
not asked to stop or change the behavior but to alter some internal condition that
supposedly accoxmts rather than insists on good behavior. The teacher permits the
student to engage in good intentions rather than insisting on good behavior.
Some teachers believe that they are straightforward when they employ the verbal
trappings ofan assertive approach and simply describe the misbehavior, the fourth form
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of nonassertive behavior. Frequently they add a request to stop: “Kevin, you pulled
Lauren’s hair. Please do not do it again.” On another occasion they demand compliance
without indicating what will happen if the child refuses: “Kevin, stop pulling Lauren’s
hair.” Sometimes they threaten consequences but do not follow through. “Kevin, if you
continue to pull Lauren’s hair. I’m going to have to keep you after school.” Kevin could
not resist the challenge and gives Lauren’s hair another jerk. His teacher said, “I’m sick
and tired of you. Now stop it!”
In the fifth form of nonassertive behavior, teachers avoid a confrontation by
ignoring vmacceptable behavior: “Lauren reports Kevin’s hair pulling behavior.” The
teacher acknowledges that she sees it but tells Lauren that things will just get worse if she
disciplines Kevin. She tells Lauren to stay out of his reach and ignore him when she
could not. “Hewill soon tire of the whole thing” is the only reassurance Lauren receives.
Note that in each instance the student does not learn to choose and practice good
behavior. The teacher, by requesting a change in motives rather than an improvement in
conduct, avoids a confrontation or a contest of wills at the expense of another student.
There is no reason to believe that Kevin changed his ways. Other students will be his
victims because the teacher has been victimized.
Why does a teacher choose to assume a nonassertive response style? According
to Froyen (1996), the nonassertive style has its origins in "teachers' need for acceptance,
which makes them particularly vulnerable to rejection." The fear of being rejected
persuades them to avoid conflict and confrontations. When coupled with a high need for
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nurturance, teachers may contribute to a tendency to indulge students and promote
dependency.
Students often "play games" to provoke and elicit a defensive response from the
teacher. The "games students often play with teachers" are due largely to a conflict in
the need-fulfillment activities of students and teachers. Since students generally perceive
teachers as having the upper hand, they must find rather subtle and indirect ways to turn a
situation to their advantage. The nonassertive teacher is likely to capitulate, thereby
selecting a dysfunctional response to the dysfunctional games of the student. Although
the conflict may be resolved to the immediate satisfaction of both parties, the
nonassertive solution permits each to evade responsibility, a practice that will gradually
reduce their commitment to one another and to time spent on learning.
Reasons for Choosing the Nonassertive Style - Greenberg (19691
1. Teachers are sensitive to the mixed feelings of children; they don't like to be
responsible for hurt feelings.
2. Teachers feel guilty when students feel disappointed, hurt, and finstrated, as if they
were responsible for the disappointment.
3. Teachers do not like to control others, as it makes them feel like a dictator,
autocrat, or over-strict adult.
4. Teachers need to be liked and want warm, affectionate relationships and positive
reactions from children. Teachers fear rejection, sulleimess, dislike, and
particularly the risk of losing the affection ofa special child.
5. Teachers feel sorry for some children, identify with their plight, and excuse them
from compliance to basic/essential considerations ofhumane conduct.
6. Teachers dislike some children and will bend over backward to be accommodating
so they can avoid feeling guilty.
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7. Teachers may be fearful of repercussions from other adults; they want to avoid
conflict and confrontations with power figures.
8 Teachers may be immobilized by fears of repeating a situation in which they were
embarrassed or humiliated before.
9. Teachers may he afraid oftheir own anger.
10. Teachers feel responsible for having contributed to or caused the problem because
their own personal problems affect their teaching.
11. Teachers cannot develop serious attitudes toward discipline because kids will be
kids; they may even gain vicarioxjs pleasure from observing kids do what they did
or what they feared to do.
12. Teachers feel a need to make up with or make it up to students who have incurred
their wrath.
13. Teachers were taught as children to avoid issues in the interest ofharmony.
14. Teachers keep problems buried in them, even to the point ofhurting themselves.
The Assertive Leadership Style
The Assertive Leadership Style
Mediirai Control (Assertive Approach) - This teacher:
1. moves to the student and makes direct eye contact
2. states the child’s name
3. makes gestures to the student
4. gently touches the student (on shoulder or hand when appropriate)
5. verbally demands that the student stops an improper behavior
6. demands change for positive behavior (tells the student what to do)
7. promises a follow-through consequence and does it.
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The most fundamental condition of effective teaching, to be preserved at all costs
according to Canter and Canter (1976), is the right for teachers to get their personal and
professional needs met in the classroom. This position was understood by educators and
certainly was not an issue in the not too distant past. Teachers had legitimate power,
conferred basically as authority, and students were to behave in accordance with teacher
expectations. They could act, with a reasoned regard for student needs, without looking
over their shoulders to see if the courts or the community was scrutinizing their decisions.
They could act confidently because there was a reasoned consensus about what
constituted acceptable behavior, and they were given considerable latitude in the use of
measures to ensure compliance to these behavioral standards.
Today, a teacher's disciplinary measures may be challenged or disregarded by
defiant or recalcitrant students. Parents also seem to be more inclined to support their
children and ask teachers to accoimt for their actions. Thus, when teachers are called on
to defend their decisions and jxistify their judgments, they have become more cautious
and, possibly, more compromising. They may be more willing to overlook disruptive
behavior and to disregard the student who causes problems. They may reconcile
themselves to a situation that is less than what they want, or believe desirable, to avoid
the conflict of wills that often accompanies disciplinary actions. Cautious teachers are
less likely to get their needs met in the classroom because they defer to the threat of
accoimtability or compromise for the sake of convenience.
Teachers who do not get their needs met in the classroom are more likely to
become discontented and disenchanted with their jobs. They will view themselves and
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their students less kindly and will experience a sense of powerlessness that stems from
lack of confidence and skills. As a consequence, they are likely to be reticent about
taking charge of their classrooms; with their confidence undermined and their capabilities
undernourished, they do not know how to express their needs, much less how to fulfill
them.
Canter and Canter (1976) proposed a philosophy to help teachers express and
meet their needs through the use of assertiveness training skills. According to Lee
Canter, assertive teachers, those who know how to express their needs, assume a position
characterized by the following stances:
1. I will not allow any students to stop me from teaching for any reason.
2. I will not allow any student to stop another student from learning for any reason.
3. I will not permit students to engage in behavior that is not in their best interests
and the best interests ofothers.
4. Whenever students choose to behave appropriately, they will be recognized,
supported, and rewarded for that behavior.
This assertive discipline position advocated by the Canters provides one striking
way for teachers to express their commitment to young people. The teacher, the
legitimate classroom leader, refuses to let any student become an impediment to other
students' learning. Teachers acknowledge at the outset that learning is hard and
demanding work. Enjoyment and satisfaction sometimes accompany the process and are
frequently associated with the outcomes, but the hardships and hassles are many.
To permit any student to be another's roadblock is irresponsible, and the teacher
should remove obstacles that compete for a student's time and attention. Teachers who
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faithfully discharge this responsibility believe that it increases the chances students who
fulfill their needs. Thus, the first two stances complement one another. Together, they
provide for the reciprocal arrangements that justify the teacher’s use of legitimate power.
A commitment to each individual, the third assertive proposition, also addresses
the satisfaction of pupil needs. Students should be taught self-motivation and pride.
While learning is ultimately an individual attainment, each learner needs all the help that
a teacher can give. A teacher can use expert power to devise instructional arrangements
that increase pupil productivity and satisfaction and can use legitimate power to regulate
pupil conduct and increase the incidence of behaviors that support learning. Some
students are disposed to choose behaviors that do not advance educational aims. They
would rather talk with another student about last night's television program, a new
student, or plans for the weekend. Since students' appetites for social conversation seem
rmquenchable, the academic menu must be made appealing with expert power, and
choices must be regulated by legitimate power.
The fourth stance dictates that the tenets of assertive discipline be sustained by
rewards for appropriate behavior. Assertive teachers support good behavior and make
this behavior the springboard to more and more success. Ideally, students should be able
to stockpile successes and draw on their reserves when the going gets tough. Some
students enjoy considerable success in mathematics but do not enjoy in the other. Other
students will not be very successful in any part of the standard curriculum. Expert power
helps the teacher individualize to improve performance. Legitimate power can be used to
give status to modest accomplishments that reveal resourcefulness and tenacity.
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There is a temptation to expect good behavior when legitimate power is viewed as
something conferred rather than earned. Effective teachers realize that legitimate power
is a precious commodity. It actually increases the teacher's influence when it is used to
augment expert power and recognize student persistence and performance. The skillful
use of legitimate power enables the teacher to meet personal and professional needs and
use preventive discipline to address the learning needs of students as well.
Martin and Baldwin (1996) emphasize what the environment did to shape student
development. Traditional behavior modification provides the foundation for this school
of thought. Lee and Marlene Canter's Assertive Discipline is an example of
interventionist ideology (Wolfgang, 1995; Charles, 1996). Lee and Marlene Canter
conducted research on teachers who effectively handled discipline in their cleissroom and,
after testing their system, devised a model of assertive discipline in the late ‘70s (Canter,
1976). During the past twenty years, the Canters obtained feedback from educators, thus,
enabling the program to evolve to meet the needs of today's students.
There are five basic changes to the original assertive discipline model. First, there
is a sharper distinction between rules and directions. Rules are in effect at the time, while
directions vary according to the activity. Second, the teacher needs to distinguish
between disruptive and nondisruptive off-task behavior. If a student is not paying
attention but is not bothering anyone, there is no need to impose consequences. The
teacher only needs to redirect the behavior. Third, teachers need to emphasize positive
strategies for keeping students on-task. Fourth, the consequence is kept at a minimum.
The key to effective consequences is consistency, not severity. Finally, behavior is
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tracked in a private way. Public reprimands humiliate some students, leading to more
misbehavior (Canter, 1996).
The underlying premise of the Assertive Discipline in the ‘90s showed teachers
how to take charge responsibly in the classroom and to establish a climate where needs
are met, behavior is managed humanely, and learning occurs as needed. This is
accomplished by focusing on student needs, establishing clear classroom rules, teaching
students appropriate behavior, giving students positive attention, talking helpfully with
students who misbehave, and invoking consequences as a last resort (Charles, 1996;
Canter, 1996).
Five steps are used to implement assertive discipline (Wolfgang, 1995; Charles,
1996). The first step is to eliminate obstacles to assertive behavior. This requires teachers
to rid themselves ofnegative expectations about students. Teachers need to replace these
negative expectations with positive ones. Expecting less appropriate behavior from some
students because they cannot behave is a self-defeating prophecy.
The second step is to practice the use of assertive behavior. Teachers determine
the differences among assertive, nonassertive and hostile behavior. Teachers practice the
assertive style until it becomes a natural part of their behavior. The assertive response
indicates the teacher's disapproval in a firm, unemotional, businesslike way and informs
the students what they are expected to do. Teachers do not condemn, scold, threaten or
blame, nor do they ignore misbehavior or plead with students to act properly. Overt
teacher behavior using a "broken record" response when students fail to comply by
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reiterating the statement may be used imtil the students take cognizance of it and correct
their behavior.
The third step is to set limits. Teachers analyze the activities students will be
involved in during the day and the types of behavior expected in these activities. Overt
teacher behaviors such as giving hints to alert students that there is a problem with their
behavior and giving I-messages, questions, and demands are used to set limits.
The fourth step is to follow through on limits previously set. The consequences
for inappropriate behavior are established in advance and the teacher follows through
with the appropriate consequence. Punishments for inappropriate behavior, such as loss
of privilege, detention, or referral to the principal can be used. The consequences should
be acceptable to the teacher and disagreeable to the student, and should be applied
immediately after the undesirable behavior.
The last step involves implementing a system of rewards for positive behaviors.
Rewards can include positive notes to students and parents, token coupons, or calling on
a student. Each of the behavior management systems discussed have a fairly narrow and
differing view of what motivates students and their misbehavior, and each prescribes
various techniques for dealing with this. Teachers believe and act according to all three
paradigms of discipline, but one usually predominates in beliefs and actions (Martin &
Baldwin, 1996; Wolfgang & Glickman, 1986; Wolfgang, 1995). Research does not
indicate that one behavior management system is superior to the others. However, recent
analyses of teaching have suggested that effective teachers, in contrasf to less effective
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colleagues, follow certain strategies in order to have an effective classroom management
plan (Burden, 1995; Charles, 1996; Fuhr, 1993; Wolfgang, 1995).
The Hostile Leadership Style
The Hostile Leadership Style
High Control (Hostile Approach) - This teacher;
1. uses a “you” statement that conveyed a negative “put-down” message, but in
no way clearly communicated to the student what the teacher wanted, leaving
the student feeling guilty. Example: “I’m tired ofyou!”
2. expresses negative value judgment of the student and/or his behavior
Example: “You are acting like a little monster this morning.”
3. threatens the student in an angry manner, with no evidence of consistent
follow-through. Example: “Just wait, you’ll get in trouble for this!”
4. utilizes follow-through consequences that were overly severe. Example: “You
are going to stay after school for two weeks.”
physically responded to a student out of anger. Example: Squeezed the
child’s arm; shook, pulled, or hit the student.
The hostile leadership style may actually evolve from the nonassertive one. In
this approach, ideals grounded in the inherent goodness of young people become suspect.
The teacher's anger is fueled by feelings of incompetence, and being liked becomes less
important than being respected. Teachers conclude that respect is fostered by rigorous
standards, but students resent and resist the "unreasonable" standards. As a result,
teachers express indignation through verbal harassment and physical abuse.
The Canters identify five ways that hostile teachers attack students. First, the “you"
statement expresses the teacher's exasperation. The teacher’s outrage is conveyed with a
negative "put down" message devoid of information that would help students change
their ways:
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“You act like a first grader.”
“You do absolutely nothing unless I am on your case.”
“You persist in doing just the opposite ofwhat I ask for.”
Note the negative value judgment that focuses on what the student does or does not do.
There are no clues as to the desired behavior. Second, the teacher retaliates for a personal
affiont by cutting a student down to size. Third, the teacher makes uncomplimentary
remarks denigrating the student's character:
"You act like an idiot."
"You are so childish."
"You couldn't act intelligent ifyour life depended on it."
"You are the worst person I have ever had inmy class."
Fourth, hostile teachers threaten dire consequences, without consistent follow-
through. Teachers out of control often promise to impose harsh penalties (e.g., clean
every window in this classroom, stay after school the remainder of the semester, scrub the
locker room for a week), but they are neither able nor inclined to carry them out.
Students do not take their outbursts seriously because they know the psychological and
professional costs to the teacher would be too great.
The threat of legal penalties sometimes forestalls physical abuse, the fifth form of
abuse, but teachers who feel pinned against the wall may come out swinging. Sometimes
the physical abuse is difficult for others to detect (pinching, squeezing); at other times it
is so provocative (banging a student against a locker) as to make others cringe at the
sight. Regardless of the reason for this style, it tends to provoke resentment, hostility,
and fi-equently revenge. The conflict escalates, and battle lines are drawn. There is
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seldom a graceful way for either party to retreat. Sides are chosen, and the derision and
divisiveness further undermine the climate for learning.
As the climate deteriorates, so does the morale of all participants. Further
aggression is minimized by a truce that lowers the expectations each party has for the
other. Peace prevails, with occasional skirmishes and upheavals, as long as rewards are
easily come by and punishments are not overly severe.
Reasons for Choosing the Hostile Style - Bronhv (19881
1. The teacher allows himself or herself to be exposed to minor doses of frustration, then
is unable to handle the feelings produced by that frustration.
2. The teacher attempts without success, to deal with specific anxiety, fear, or feelings of
insecurity, brought on by challenges to authority.
3. The teacher carmot resist the temptation to strike out at a student who brings out the
worst in the teacher.
4. The teacher gets caught up in the emotional intensity and urgency ofa predicament and
is at a loss to select appropriate methods of control.
5. The teacher visualizes the situation as free of outside controls and exploits the
opportunity to release aggressive impulses that are not permitted elsewhere.
6. The teacher experiences renunciation and treats the student as an object of derision;
one who does not require "responsible care" and consideration.
7. The teacher is vmable to single out his or her contribution to events that contribute to
irritations.
8. The teacher lacks emotional reserve to deal with the troublesome behavior of
students.
9. The teacher finds warnings and "please" ineffective tools of control.
10. The teacher efforts to be kind and helpful evolve into unreasonable demands for
attention and special considerations.
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11. The teacher is unahle to call forth satisfying images of teaching when the going gets
rough.
12. The teacher resents the aggressive attitudes of students toward reasonable rules and
routines.
13. The teacher is easily disturbed by irregularities in the timeliness of student responses
to directions/correction.
14. The teacher is unable to assess social reality and accurately gauge the feelings of
others.
15. The teacher denies the dangers of invoking aggressive behaviors to quell
disturbances.
Many classroom situations routinely irritate teachers and inhibit learning. Haim
Ginott (1993), a trained psychologist who focuses on helping teachers build up their self-
concepts of children, indicates that teachers commonly respond to their students with a
host of negative reactions: issuing threats, losing their temper, being rude, overreacting,
punishing everyone in the class for the misbehavior of one student, and making arbitrary
rules. Many teachers try to curtail the passing of notes by embarrassing the participants.
Students who talk loudly may be given a lengthy lecture. When students drop objects,
they are likely to suffer insults. Daydreaming students may be subjected to their teachers'
cruel taunts. Students who fight may be called names and ultimately expelled. None of
these actions is helpful, and all of them should be avoided.
According to Ginott (1993), the most critical aspect to discipline is finding
effective alternatives to punishment. Punishment is the universal way most discipline
problems are handled. Its appropriateness is rarely questioned. The purpose of
punishment is to provide children with a convincing deterrent to unacceptable actions.
However, Ginott (1993) says that punishment is more likely to enrage students and make
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them uneducable. They become hostile, fiill of rancor and vengeance. So preoccupied
are they with the desire for revenge that their minds have little time or inclination for
study. The very purpose of being in school is thereby subverted. Children are very
susceptible to a teacher's abuse. They come to school with distorted self-images and
require very few negative experiences to convince them that they are unworthy. Good
discipline requires teachers to act with kindness and patience over a period of time.
Ginott (1993) says that good discipline is a series of little victories in which a teacher,
through small decencies, reaches a child's heart.
Discipline requires self-control on the part of the teacher. They must exhibit
compassion and love, even when children defy them. Children often misbehave to get
their teachers to react. Their negative reactions confirm what students predict, that adults
are insensitive and uncaring. Teachers must resist falling into the trap of substantiating
such predictions. They must choose their words and actions themselves; they must not be
triggered and compelled by students.
Teachers who discipline with punishment eventually succumb to increasing levels
of brutality. Punishment promotes increased misbehavior, which in turn encourages
more severe punishments. Sometimes the masochistic needs of a few students stimulate
them to coerce their teachers into degrading or punishing them. When these students
openly defy teachers, they are rewarded with verbal and physical abuse.
According to Ginott (1993), punishment does not deter misconduct, even in
students who ordinarily try to avoid the sting of teachers' punitive actions. It simply
makes these students more cautious. They become more adept in concealing the
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evidence of their misdeeds, more skillful in escaping detection. When they are caught
and punished, they become more careful, not more trustworthy and responsible. As one
student who was late for school decided when he claimed to have overslept and was
punished nonetheless, “I'll just have to make up more convincing story.” Children do not
think of how they are going to improve their behavior while they are being punished.
They do not, while suffering the inflicted pain, vow to become more generous, loving,
and responsible. No! They seethe inside and plan their revenge (Ridley, 1997).
Some teachers naively ask, "Don't children have to be taught to be responsible
and have respect for others by being punished when they act inappropriately?" The
answer is an emphatic "no." These virtues cannot be enforced by punishment.
Responsibility and respect caimot be forced into children any more than loyalty, honesty,
charity, or merely can. Children learn these characteristics by watching the behavior of
others and emulating it.
This principle is illustrated by the all too common ordeal of parents whose
children are in trouble with the law. More than once these parents have said, shaking
their heads, "I can't understand where I went wrong. I always taught them what was
right. Whenever they did wrong, I whipped them so they'd know to do right." These
children who find themselves in trouble or in jail generally reveal no more insight than do
the parents who beat them. They are unlikely to make any connections between
punishment and rebellion. They typically have no better advice for dealing with other
children's misbehavior than to say, "Don't let what happened to me happen to them. Beat
them till they see the light. Make sure they do what is right." Even those who believe
35
that they have been indulged too much characteristically offer the same kind of advice:
"If only my parents had made me do what was right, I wouldn't be in trouble. They
should have punished me when I started to go wrong" (Candelosi, 1997; Charles, 1996;
McGinnis, 1995; Ridley, 1997).
Few teachers believe that threats ofpunishment do any good. Usually, they admit
that threats are actually harmful. This admission does not deter some teachers from
resorting to warnings and threats many times each day. When students misbehave,
teachers may out of desperation make threats that students know will never be carried
out. In the process, teachers usually assault students with rebukes as well as blame and
shame. In reality, threats act as an invitation to misbehave. Some students see the threat
as a challenge and want to see how far they can go before it is enforced. Others receive
encouragement from their peers to test teachers' threats. Nothing is more rewarding to
these students than to publicly force their teachers to back down from a threat they have
no power to carry out (Almeida, 1995; Chiu & Tulley, 1997; Froyen, 1996; Gilbert &
Lignugariskraft, 1997).
Effective and Ineffective Teacher Strategies - Alderman (19971
Teachers who are effective classroom managers use the following strategies:
1. Prevent problems by implementing and communicating expectations through
classroom rules and procedures at the beginning of the year.
2. Consistently follows through with appropriate consequences if the rules are broken.
3. Use time as effectively as possible.
4. Implement group strategies with high levels of involvement and low levels of
misbehavior.
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5. Choose lesson formats and academic tasks conducive to high student engagement
(Evertson & Harris, 1992; Fuhr, 1993; Harris, 1991; Jones & Jones, 1995; Long &
Fry, 1985; Meadows & Melloy, 1996).
6. Systematically monitor student academic work and behavior, better known as “with-
it-ness” (Long & Frye, 1985; Evertson & Harris, 1992).
7. Provide feedback about academic performance and behavior.
8. Use effective seatwork practices (Evertson & Harris, 1992; Nelson, 1996).
9. Interpret the meaning of classroom events and act on these understandings to keep
order (Brophy, 1988; Carter, Cushing, Subers, Stein & Berliner, 1988; Good &
Brophy, 1987; McGinnis, Frederick & Edwards, 1995; Nelson, 1996).
10. Rules are brief and specific, stated positively when possible, and limited in number to
five or six important rules (Fuhr, 1993; McGinnis, Frederick, & Edwards, 1995;
Nelson, 1996).
11. Consistently reinforce appropriate behavior, maintain positive teacher-student
relationships, and function as role models for their students (Almeida, 1995; Fuhr,
1993; Meadows & Melloy, 1996; Nelson, 1996).
12. Rarely use direct discipline techniques such as yelling, sarcasm or resorting to the use
of corporal punishment.
13. Use indirect techniques such as smiling, praising, and complimenting, and fostering
desirable behavior (Alderman, 1997; Chemlynski, 1996).
14. Use discipline to motivate the student to avoid negative behavior, not something to
crush the student (Fuhr, 1993).
15. Avoid mass punishment.
16. Pimishment is used sparingly since the more often it is used, the less effective it
becomes.
17. Punishment never constitutes retaliation.
18. Subject matter is not used as punishment (Chemlynski, 1996).
Teachers who are ineffective managers use thefollowing strategies:
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1. Talk excessively to the student who has committed an infraction thereby making the
student express himself in a confronting fashion in order to protect his image with his
peers.
2. Discipline according to their emotions rather than toward the goal of either preventing
or de-escalating a problem.
3. Argue with students.
4. Use passive teacher behaviors such as sitting behind the desk constantly, being
too tolerant and too forgiving, pleading with students, having ambiguous
expectations, and hesitancy to set limits.
5. Have poor transition procedures.
6. Use coercive motivation techniques such as threats.
7. Assert their authority inconsistently, weakly, or apologetically (Almeida, 1995; Fuhr,
1993; Meadows & Melloy, 1996).
8. Lack self-control, resorting to yelling, sarcasm and intimidation in controlling
students (Alderman, 1991 & Alderman, 1996).
Teaching Styles
The reaction of teachers to students' misguided goal-seeking behavior can be
instrumental in either reducing or increasing the incidence of misbehavior in the
classroom. Avoiding these discipline problems depends to some degree on teachers'
personalities. Different teachers tend to react to their students in different ways, and their
reactions produce different results. Dreikurs identifies three types of teaching styles,
permissive, autocratic, and democratic, that are similar to Canters' styles, nonassertive,
assertive, and hostile.
Permissive
Permissive teachers are ineffective when working with students. They fail to
realize how critical rules are in the classroom. In addition, they do not follow through on
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consequences. The need for students to develop self-discipline is unimportant to them.
Instead, they allow their students to behave as they wish. The usual result is general
chaos and a poor learning atmosphere. These teachers encourage the misguided goal¬
seeking of their students rather than help them to adopt amore responsible lifestyle.
Autocratic
Autocratic teachers force their will on their students. They take firm control and
refuse to tolerate any deviation from the rules. They force rather than motivate students
to work, and they punish those who refuse to conform. Autocratic teachers use no humor
or warmth in their classes. Instead, they enforce their power and authority over their
students. Students are not very receptive to the tactics of autocratic teachers. They
usually reactwith hostility to the demands, commands, and reprimands of these teachers.
Democratic
In a democratic classroom, teachers provide firm guidance but do not promote
rebellion. Students are allowed to participate in making decisions about what is studied
as well as in formulating rules. Democratic teachers help students understand that
making decisions is firmly tied to responsibility. Students are allowed freedom, but they
are expected to assume responsibility for what they do. These teachers do not feel
compelled to habitually correct the behavior of their students. Allowing students some
leeway, they believe, is the best way to help them eventually learn to be self-governing.
Democratic teachers have a way of establishing order and limits without usurping their
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students' right to autonomy. They are firm and yet kind, and they involve students in
cooperative learning experiences. Children in their classrooms are free to explore,
discover, and choose their own way as they increasingly assume personal responsibility.
Children in a democratic classroom develop a sense ofbelonging to and having a stake in
the class.
Referrals are a symptom of a learning environment that does not work for either
students or teachers. The misbehaving student is not the only one who experiences
reduced learning through disruptive behavior. The entire classroom is interrupted while
the teacher stops to react to the disruptive student(s) and to write the referral. Teachers
who use positive direct or indirect discipline techniques create a positive and effective
relationship with students, which in turn result in higher on-task behaviors.
Lack ofParticipation - Proven (1996)
Students who do not participate in class generally feel uncertain about their
knowledge of the subject, their participation skills, or the receptiveness of peers/teachers
to their contributions. If the problem is lack of confidence, the teacher may try to ensure
that the student does not risk making an incorrect response. While circulating during
independent seatwork, the teacher might note a particularly good answer on a student's
paper and tell her that she will be called on tomorrow to share that answer.
The next day the teacher might call on that student after making some positive
remarks about the answer of the previous day. The teacher looks for nonverbal signs of
self-assurance as the student presents his answer. The next time the teacher may call on
that student without any preparatory remarks. Refusing to participate in class is an
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appealing strategy to someone trying to preserve a fragile sense of self-esteem. It is
better to say nothing than to risk being wrong. Giving wrong answers is another sign of
personal inadequacy.
Froyen (1996) asserts that homework should be a character-building experience.
As such, it helps the student acquire skills that will eventually be needed to function
successfully in the adult world. These skills, responsibility, autonomy, perseverance,
time management, initiative, self-reliance, and resovircefiilness, are also student needs.
Students who neglect to do homework are generally deficient in one or more of these
skills. Thus, any plan to secure homework must address these skills. However, all too
often the things teachers do to help students acquire these skills are expressly designed to
do the opposite. Teachers get too involved in doing the work for the student and feel too
accountable for the results. They protect the child from fiiistration, set and enforce time
limits for beginning and completing work, and solve problems associated with task
engagement.
The teacher might decide that time management is a good place to start because
strategies can be used to organize and distribute time. The teacher might begin by
helping the student develop a schedule with fifteen-minute blocks of time to fulfill
various responsibilities. Once the teacher and student agree on the number of blocks to
be set aside for homework, they can decide when to schedule these blocks. At the outset,
the number of blocks and the schedule might be strictly adhered to, but later, some
flexibility in scheduling might be introduced, as long as the amount of time remains
constant. Time management procedures might be augmented with training in study skills
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that enable to the student to make the most of the time. The amount and quality of
student work provide the basis for evaluating the plan's effectiveness.
Students will deliberately forget materials so they can be excused to go get them,
or they will leave material at home so they can gain additional time to complete an
assignment. The teacher must find ways to discourage such behaviors, making sine they
are not rewarded. The teacher's choice of action will depend on the item forgotten.
School supplies can easily be replaced from school stores. Students who persistently use
this supply may be required to return more than they borrow. Instructional time lost
because a student does not have equipment or appropriate clothing may be made up after
school. When possible, the student should spend the after school time engaged in the
very activity for which the equipment or clothing was needed. The incidence of
forgetting should decrease as behaviors formerly rewarded no longer pay off.
Absenteeism - Ohlund (19941
Motivation to learn may be described in terms of approach and avoidance
behavior. Students who are motivated to learn will engage in behaviors that keep them in
touch with the learning situation. Those who want to avoid contact with a learning
situation may choose to be absent or tardy. One does not have to identify the reasons for
these avoidance behaviors to address the problems.
Educators know that positive things attract one’s attention. Students want to be
present when a learning situation is attractive and inviting. There are many ways to make
the physical and psychological setting attractive. Trying to bridge the psychological
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distance that students create by being absent or tardy might begin with small acts of
caring, such as designing lessons with multiple objectives and varied ways of achieving
and evaluating accomplishments. If students are empowered by having choices, they are
more likely to approach the learning situation than to avoid it. When students get to class
before the bell rings and regret being absent, it is a good sign that the classroom is an
appealing place to be.
Suspension and Expulsion
The Atlanta Board ofEducation is committed to maximizing opportunities for all
students to achieve and in terms of this commitment, to providing assistance to students
in maintaining conduct that is necessary to their remaining in regular school programs.
However, the Board recognizes that, for the safety and general well-being of smdents and
staff in schools, there are acts ofbehavior for which students must be removed from their
regular school class assignments and, in some cases, from enrollment in regular school
programs. Accordingly, pursuant to administrative regulations set forth by the
Superintendent, the Board herein authorizes in-school and out-of-school suspension and
expulsion as measures of disciplinary action for acts of behavior that are out of
conformity with rules established for conduct of students at school, at school-sponsored
activities, and while going to and from school.
The Atlanta Public School System defines suspension as "the involuntary
exclusion by an authorized school/school system official, of a student from the student's
normal schedule in the school and/or from other school-sponsored activities.” Likewise,
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for misconduct on a school bus, a student may be suspended from riding the bus even
though he/she may not be suspended from attending his regular school schedule.
Expulsion is defined as "the denial to a student of the right to attend any school or
other instructional program of the Atlanta Public Schools for a minimum period of one
calendar year or the required re-assignment of a student to an alternative instructional
program for a minimum period of one calendar year. The following types of suspension,






Less than a full school day to five days
1-3 days (Principal's decision)
4-9 days (with hearing and in consultation
with Executive Director)
10 or more days
• All actions regarding the imposing of suspension or expulsion, including all cases of
in-school and out-of-school suspension, must conform substantially to the elements of
due process. In cases of short-term (in-school and out-of-school) suspension, due
process must be of a more formalized nature.
The following elements shall characterize the process of handling long-term suspension
and expulsion cases:
• The principal or his/her designee conducts an informal due process hearing
characteristic ofall types ofsuspension cases.
• If the principal determines that a suspension of ten or more days or a recommendation
of expulsion is warranted, the case will be referred to the Student Disciplinary
Tribunal and the regulations and procedures of the tribunal hearing process will
become effective.
Students who have been identified as disabled and are receiving special education
services are subject to different disciplinary guidelines from regular education students
and shall be disciplined in conformity with regulations promulgated to comply with legal
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requirements. Students and parents/legal guardians must be informed in writing of the
terms and conditions of the suspension (Code JDD/JDE, 1998).
School personnel are well advised to be represented by legal counsel if the student
is so represented. Attorneys should review both procedural and substantive issues before
the hearing. The courts do not look on school personnel kindly if due process rights have
been violated or if the actions appear to be predicated on malice or to serve as a defense
for earlier unreasonable actions.
Short-term Suspension
Although teachers have a legal right to suspend a student, pending board action,
most teachers are reluctant to use suspension to secure compliance to classroom rules or
to preserve the rights of other class members. Teachers do not like to deny students
access to the educational benefits of school, nor do they want to deprive them of the
social intercourse that is such an integral part of classroom living. Yet some students,
despite a concerted effort to secure their cooperation, refuse to obey the rules or even
make a modest investment in an education. Suspension is a last-ditch effort to convey the
serious nature of their actions and to muster a greater resolve on the part of all parties to
the dispute.
Teachers who propose to include suspension in their classroom management plan
should understand the distinctions between short- and long-term suspensions. The
opinion issued by the U.S. Supreme Court in Goss vs. Lopez (1975) established
distinctions between these two types of suspensions and set guidelines for their proper
administration.
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Prior to Goss vs. Lopez, there was considerable uncertainty about the length of
time a student could be suspended without a hearing. Lopez brought the issue to a head
by claiming that he was an innocent bystander in a school lunchroom disturbance, that he
was never told what he was accused of doing, and that no evidence was presented against
him. Thus, he was suspended without ever having a chance to tell his side of the story.
Similar allegations were made by other students who were also suspended for up to ten
days for allegedly disruptive or disobedient conduct.
The Supreme Court examined the complaint as a procedural due process issue;
that is, the Court viewed the educational process as a property right and a right not to be
taken lightly. Thus, the due process provisions of the Fourteenth Amendment were
applicable. The Court ruled in a five-to-four decision that at the very minimum,
therefore, students facing suspension and the consequent interference with a protected
property interest must be given some kind ofnotice and afforded some kind ofhearing.
Long-term Suspension
The courts are less clear about the appropriate length and administration of long¬
term suspensions. However, since the student is deprived of a property interest for an
extended period, the coiuls have generally enforced more stringent hearing requirements.
Some civil liberty lawyers contend that suspensions that last longer than a few days
should be treated as disciplinary reprisals by school authorities and preceded by notice
and hearings. Thus, serious breaches of discipline or an accmnulation ofminor offenses




In view of the serious nature and consequences of using suspension to correct
breaches of conduct, teachers frequently use detention. Students are detained during
periods when they would usually be free, such as recess, lunchtime, and before and after
school, as a form ofpunishment. The action is predicated on students' desire to avoid the
loss of social contacts and fun-time activities that occur outside of the classroom.
Teachers may impose detention for reasonable periods of time and for clearly punishable
offenses with no legal question ofauthority.
Summary
In the past, teachers were known as the authoritative figure, had legitimate power,
and students conformed according to their expectations. However, in the recent past,
classroom discipline has become a major obstacle for educators. Since 1969, Phi Delta
Kappa has conducted research concerning public education, and discipline has
continuously been at or near the top of the list. Discipline problems were also chosen by
teachers as a major source of teacher burnout (Freiberg & Stein, 1995; Smith, 2000).
Although children's issues typically originate from the home, schools are charged with
the task of managing appropriate student behavior in order to increase student
achievement and attendance, while decreasing student behavioral problems.
Student discipline problems have been linked to teachers' classroom management
styles (Wolfgang, 1996), which could lead to a decrease in student achievement and
attending school regularly, and an increase in student misbehavior. There were mainly
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three classroom management techniques teachers used in their profession: the
Nonassertive, Assertive, and Hostile styles.
According to Lee and Marlene Canter (1996), the Nonassertive teacher is often
described as using low control techniques to managed the classroom. This teacher
permits some students to meet their needs at the expense of another student, as well as the
teacher. The Nonassertive teacher generally engages in one of five forms of behavior: (1)
hedging, (2) requesting an explanation, (3) making threats, (4) describing, or (5) ignoring.
The Assertive teacher is often described as using medium control techniques in
the classroom. According to Canter and Canter (1996), teachers have the right to get
their professional and personal needs met in the classroom. The Assertive teacher is
known as the classroom leader and refuses to let any student become a distraction to the
other students' learning.
In an effort to maintain or gain appropriate student behavior, the assertive teacher
moves to the student and makes direct eye contact calls the child's name, makes gestures
to the student, gently touches the student, verbally demands the student to stop an
improper behavior, demands a change for positive behavior, and promises a follow-
through consequence (Canter, 1996).
The Hostile teacher, described as using high control techniques, generally feels
incompetent, disrespected, and unimportant in the classroom. In order to gain respect,
the hostile teacher imposes rigorous and unreasonable standards on the students. This
teacher attacks the students with negative "put down" messages, retaliates for personal
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gratification, makes remarks that degrade the students, threatens the learners by making
preposterous consequences, and sometimes, physically abuses the students.
Classroom management has an influence on school learning. A teacher cannot
maintain or increase student achievement xmless they have the students’ attention.
Through all of the challenges educators confi'ont in the classroom, literature suggests that
they find a management style that will create an environment conducive to learning in
order for classroom goals and objectives to be successfully accomplished.
CHAPTER III
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
This study examines the relationship between teachers’ classroom management
styles and student achievement, discipline, and attendance. Classroom management is a
term that has been used to describe the way teachers maintain order, spot or resolve
misbehavior, and/or capture students’ attention. Throughout the nation, as violence
continues to increase and test scores decrease, classroom management has become the
focus of school systems, in particular, inner-city schools.
Teachers can often be overwhelmed by the discipline problems with which they
have to deal. They cause some of these problems themselves, of comse. However, many
of the problems they have to face are an outgrowth ofproblems at home and in society or
of conditions and administrative procedures in the school. Teachers can sometimes be
confi-onted with a combination of these problems all at once. Their combined effects
may sometimes make it nearly impossible to handle disruptive students effectively.
When these difficulties persist despite one's best efforts to solve them, it is common for a
teacher to blame other contributing factors. Certainly, teachers can work with
administrators and counselors in an attempt to alter school policies and procedures that
impede ineffective discipline. They can do little, however, to change influences outside
the school that promote children's misbehavior. However, by xmderstanding these outside
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influences, they can be better prepared to manage the discipline problems that result.
To be successful in the classroom, teachers need a well-planned, individual
approach to discipline. They must understand various psychological theories of
discipline and the assumptions on which they are based, they must imderstand their own
values and educational philosophy, and they must take an approach to discipline that is in
harmony with their convictions.
Unfortunately, some teachers imwittingly discipline their students in ways
contrary to their own beliefs without considering the inherent conflicts. When teachers'
behavior is incompatible with their beliefs, they not only experience personal conflict but
confuse their students as well. Teachers must clarify objectives, both for themselves and
for their students, and then ensure that learning experiences and discipline procedures are
consistent with these objectives.
One's personal "theory" or model of discipline should be developed aroimd a
consistently formulated and carefully articulated personal philosophy of education. All
that teachers do in the classroom should be a reflection of their personal philosophy.
Otherwise, contradictions of various kinds can be anticipated in day-to-day teaching. A
philosophy serves as a guide and helps eliminate problems that stem from having to make
decisions without the benefit of a firm set of principles. Without a consistent, well-
understood system of beliefs and associated theories, teachers have little guidance in
dealing with the complexity of the classroom.
Certainly, most classrooms present teachers with a plethora of problems and
procedmes that can be dealt with most efficiently and effectively by using a single set of
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principles rather than managing each new happening as though it were different from any
other. Most efforts by scholars to understand the world and how best to handle its
complexity are a matter of developing theories to simplify both the basic knowledge in
the field as well as associated and procedures. Similar efforts have been imdertaken by
educational scholars. Teachers need to search out these theories and compare them with
their personal philosophy, thereby increasing their effectiveness in the classroom.
Choosing a discipline model also depends on which model is judged to be the
most powerful. Better theories provide clearer descriptions, more insightful explanations,
and move valid predictions. In deciding on a discipline approach, teachers must not only
understand the underlying psychological and philosophical consequences of that choice
but also ensure that what they decide is consistent with their own beliefs and values.
Also, Wolfgang (1996) indicates.
All too often, we imwittingly practice behaviors that are
contrary to our own beliefs. Unless we behave towards
children in ways that are reasonably compatible with our
own values and ideals, we find ourselves working at cross
purposes with our inner selves. In other words, what we
desire in students' behavior will not materialize until we
choose those strategies that are most consistent with our
own beliefs in achieving those ends. We cannot possibly
know what is most congruent in these contexts imtil we
understand the psychological basis for each ofour action
(p. 81).
When choosing an approach to discipline, the most important philosophical consideration
is the relative importance given to teachers' control and students' autonomy. One must
decide whether or not children assert themselves as persons having a will of their own or
are essentially controlled by the environment.
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In a recent issue of the Journal of Educational Research, Lamdin (1996)
contended that one policy variable that receives scant attention with respect to student
performance on student attendance. He presented an empirical model of student
performance in which he found that the average level of attendance at a school has a
significant and positive influence on performance. He recognized, however, that student
attendance may be proxy for other variables such as parental concern.
Nieto (1996) provides a sound reminder that schools, and especially teachers, play
a critical role in determining students' academic success or failure. Sensitive teachers
acknowledge that certain behaviors and attitudes can devalue students in school. They
work to ensure that their students have the necessary tools and graduate with the essential
skills to succeed in the future.
The major focus of the educational reform movement remains on raising the bar
on academic standards. "Though there is much support for increasing academic
standards to promote cognitive intellectual development, it has been demonstrated that
when children attend school, academic achievement is enhanced" (Darling-Hammond,
1997; Kaplan & Evans, 1997; ONeil, 1997).
Definition ofVariables
The following definitions are presented as they were used in order to create a
frame of reference for this study.
1. Independent Variable:
Classroom Management Styles - Methods teachers use to establish and maintain
workable situations for classroom groups and ways to spotmisbehavior, resolve
53
behavioral disorder, and/or capture the attention of individual students (Burden, 1995, p.
3).
• Nonassertive Approach - Teachers allow some students to meet their
needs at the expense of the teachers and other students. These teachers
generally engage in one of five forms of behavior: hedging, requesting
an explanation, making threats, describing, and ignoring.
• Assertive Approach - Teachers know how to take charge responsibly
in classrooms and know how to establish climates where needs are
met, behaviors are managed humanely, and learning occur as needed.
• Hostile Approach - Teachers demand respect that is fostered by
rigorous standards. Consequently, teachers express displeasure through
verbal harassment and physical abuse (Candelosi, 1997; Canter, 1976;
Edwards, 1993; Froyen, 1996; Jones, 1979; Wolgang, 1996).
2. Dependent Variables
a. Student achievement - (1) overall class scores fi'om standardized test, Georgia
Criterion Referenced Competency Tests and (2) average of final progress
report grade for Language Arts and Mathematics (A = 4, B = 3,C = 2, D = 1,
F = 0)
b. Student discipline - (1) discipline referrals, the number of times teachers
referred a student to the office; (2) suspensions, the number of times
administrators dismissed a student from school for one or more days
c. Student attendance - student absenteeism, not present for the entire school
day
3. Intervening Variables
a. Teacher race: Ethnicity - Black, White, Hispanic (not black), and other
(teachers will be asked to specify)
b. Teacher gender - Male or Female
c. Teacher age - The chronological or number of years that a person (teacher)
has attained since birth
d. Teacher years of teaching experience - How long the teacher has taught
e. Teacher educational level - Highest level ofdegree earned
54
4. Socioeconomic Status (SES): Composites of students' social rank based on their
parents’ income, which qualified students for free or reduced meals
Definition ofTerms
1. Inner-city schools: Atlanta Public School System - elementary
Institutions that provide educational services for grades 1-5 with state certified
teachers. *Note: The Atlanta Public School System focuses on grades K-12. This
study concentrated on grades 1-5.
2. Teachers: Georgia certified teachers who were employed with the Atlanta Public
School System who taught either first - fifth grades.
3. Title I Schools: Any school with at least 40% of its students classified as “low
income,” qualifying for fi«e or reduced-price meals.
Relationship Among the Variables
One of the greatest challenges teachers face today is to maintain control in the
classroom in an effort to achieve academic goals. Studies conducted by researchers have
shown that teachers’ classroom management styles are related to student achievement
and discipline (Goatly, 1995; Haroim and O’Hanlon, 1997; Smith, 2000; Wolfgang,
1996). Classroom management is also impacted by a number of variables such as the
teacher’s race, gender, age, years of teaching experience, and educational level (Brown,
Cervero and Johnson-Bailey, 2000; DeVoe, 1990; Klecker and Loadman, 1999; Rong,
1996). Froyen also indicates that classroom management may also effect student
attendance (1996).
This study focuses on variables that determine the relationship between teachers’
classroom management styles and student achievement, discipline and attendance. There
is one independent variable, the teachers’ classroom management
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technique, which consists of one of three styles: (1) the Nonassertive, (2) the Assertive,
or (3) the Hostile style; three dependent variables, (1) student achievement, (2) student
discipline, and (3) student attendance; and five intervening variables, (1) teachers’ races,
(2) teachers’ genders, (3) teachers’ ages, (4) teachers’ years of teaching experiences, and
(5) teachers’ educational levels.
Figure 1 illustrates the relationship between the independent, dependent, and
intervening variables.
Null Hypotheses
1. There is no significant relationship between teachers’ classroom management
styles and students’ grade point averages in Title I and Non-Title I schools.
2. There is no significant relationship between teachers’ classroom management
styles and students’ language arts achievement in Title I and Non-Title I schools.
3. There is no significant relationship between teachers’ classroom management
styles and students’ mathematics achievement in Title I and Non-Title I schools.
4. There is no significant relationship between teachers' classroom management
styles and the mrniber of student discipline referrals in Title I and Non-Title I
schools.
5. There is no significant relationship between teachers' classroom management
styles and the number ofstudent suspensions in Title I and Non-Title I schools.
6. There is no significant relationship between teachers' classroom management
styles and student attendance in Title I and Non-Title I schools.
7. There is no significant relationship between teachers’ classroom management
styles, races, genders, ages, years of teaching experiences, educational levels and
students’ grade point avemges in Title I and Non-Title I schools.
8. There is no significant relationship between teachers’ classroom management
styles, races, genders, ages, years of teaching experiences, educational levels and
students’ language arts achievement in Title I and Non-Title I schools.
56
9. There is no significant relationship between teachers’ classroom management
styles, races, genders, ages, years of teaching experiences, educational levels and
students’ mathematics achievement in Title I and Non-Title I schools.
10. There is no significant relationship between teachers’ classroom management
styles, races, genders, ages, years of teaching experiences, educational levels and
the number of student discipline referrals in Title I and Non-Title I schools.
11. There is no significant relationship between teachers’ classroom management
styles, races, genders, ages, years of teaching experiences, educational levels and
the number of student suspensions in Title I and Non-Title I schools.
12. There is no significant relationship between teachers’ classroom management
styles, races, genders, ages, years of teaching experiences, educational levels and
student attendance in Title I and Non-Title I schools.
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Figure 1. Variables Describing the Relationship Between
Teachers' Classroom Management Styles and Student
Achievement, Discipline, and Attendance
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Limitations of the Study
The research for this study is conducted by collecting class test scores from the
Georgia Criterion Referenced Tests (GCRCT). However, this standardized test may not
accurately measure a student's ability to achieve academically if the items tested are not
taught as a part of the student's curriculum.
The second limitation to this study is the students’ way of traveling to school,
which sometimes affects the students’ attendance. Oftentimes, students are absent from
school if they miss the school bus and have no other means of transportation to get to
school.
The third limitation to this study is that students are sometimes absent from
school if their parents fail to send them for reasons not considered as excusable by the
school system such as waking up late, doing chores, running errands, or taking care of
younger siblings.
Another area of concern this study deals with is the number ofdiscipline referrals
reported to the office at each of the school sites. A teacher sometimes sends students to
the office without the discipline referral form. Therefore, the number of times a student
is referred to the office is underreported.
Summary
Teachers are overwhelmed with students' discipline problems, which are
oftentimes a combination of conditions derived from home, society, administrative
procedures, and/or difficulties teachers sometimes generate. To experience classroom
59
success, teachers need an organized method to discipline students. Unfortunately, some
teachers intentionally discipline their students in maimers contradictory to their own
beliefs without considering the innate conflicts. When teachers' behaviors are
inconsistent with their beliefs, they experience confusion with their students.
Nieto (1996) provides a strong reminder that schools, in particular teachers, play a
crucial role in determining students' academic success or failure. Compassionate teachers
acknowledge that certain behaviors and attitudes can devalue students in school. They
work to ensure that their students have the necessary tools and graduate with the essential
skills to succeed in the future.
The primary focus of the educational reform movement remains on meeting
academic objectives. Though there is much strength for increasing academic objectives
to promote cognitive intellectual development, it has been established that when children
attend school, academic achievement is enhanced (Darling-Hammond, 1997; Kaplan &
Evans, 1997; O’Neil, 1997).
This study focuses on variables that determine the relationship between teachers’
classroom management styles and student achievement, discipline and attendance. There
is one independent variable, the teachers’ classroom management techniques, which
consist of three styles: (1) Nonassertive, (2) Assertive, and (3) Hostile; three dependent
variables, (1) student achievement, (2) student discipline, and (3) student attendance; and
five intervening variables, (1) teachers’ races, (2) teachers’ genders, (3) teachers’ ages,
(4) teachers’ years of teaching experiences, and (5) teachers’ educational levels.
CHAPTER rV
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
This study seeks to determine the relationship between teachers' classroom
management styles and student achievement, discipline, and attendance. As previously
stated, teachers' races, genders, ages, years of teaching experiences, and educational
levels are also examined.
Research Design
A quantitative, correlational design is utilized. Correlation is the extent to which
two or more things are related to one another. In a correlational design, the variables are
not manipulated; instead, the researcher uses measures of association to study their
relations (Suter, W., 1998; Vogt, W., 1999).
The purpose of the correlational design is to show if there is a relationship
between teachers' classroom management styles and student achievement, discipline, and
attendance, also in terms of teachers’ races, genders, ages, years of teaching experiences,
and educational levels. This type of design is appropriate for this study because the
information gathered will provide educators with ways to better assist students with their
educational experiences. Administrators can better evaluate teachers' classroom




Description of the Setting
This large, urban school system where this study takes place has an active
enrollment of 56,955 students attending a total of 97 schools: 69 elementary (K-5), two of
which operate on a year-round calendar; 17 middle (6-8); and 11 high (9-12). The school
system also supports one alternative school for middle and high school students, two
community schools, and an adult learning center. APS consists of: 28,309 females and
28,646 males; 50,905 blacks; 3,727 whites; 1,618 Hispanics; 487 Asians; 40 American
Indians; and 178 multiracial students.
The setting of this study takes place at seven inner-city elementary schools
located in a large urban school system. Four of the schools are Title I schools, meaning
40% or more of their students eat free or reduced meeds, emd three are Non-Title I
schools. The following is a description of the teachers who are involved in this research.
Title I Schools
School A: This study consists of regular classroom teachers in grades 1-5,
whose total class enrollment is 420 students, 50% male and 50% female. The racial
make-up of this particular school is 100% black, vrith 96% of its students receiving free
or reduced-price meals.
There are 22 teachers who participated in this research, 5-1** grade teachers; 5 -
2"^ grade teachers, 5 - 3*^^ grade teachers; 4-4* grade teachers; and 3-5* grade
teachers. Of the 22 teachers, there are 19 blacks and 3 whites and 18 females and 4
males. 15 of these teachers have received their Bachelors degree, while the remainder 7
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have obtained their Masters. They have taught anywhere from 1-30 years. Their ages
range from 21-55 years old, with one teacher being over 55 years old.
School B: This study consists of regular classroom teachers in grades 1-5,
whose total class enrollment is 432 students, 54% male and 46% female. The racial
make-up of this particular school is 99% black and 1% white, with 93% of its students
receiving free or reduced-price meals.
There are 22 teachers who participated in this research, 5-1** grade teachers; 4 -
2”'' grade teachers, 5 - 3*^^ grade teachers; 4-4*** grade teachers; and 4-5**" grade
teachers. Of the 22 teachers, there are 21 blacks and 1 white and 19 females and 3 males.
There are 19 teachers who have received their Bachelors degree, two who have received
their Masters, and one who has obtained her Specialist degree. They have been teaching
anywhere from 1-18 years. Their ages range from 25-58 years old.
School C: This study consists of regular classroom teachers in grades 1-5,
whose total class enrollment is 181 students, 58% male and 42% female. The racial
make-up of this particular school is 99% black and 1% white, with 97% of its students
receiving free or reduced-price meals.
There are 13 teachers who participated in this research, 3-1** grade teachers; 3 -
2"** grade teachers, 3 - 3^“* grade teachers; 2-4*** grade teachers; and 2-5*** grade
teachers. Of the 13 teachers, there are 7 blacks and 6 whites and 11 females and 2 males.
There are 12 teachers who have received their Bachelors degree and one who has
obtained her Masters degree. They have been teaching anywhere from 1-20 years. Their
ages range from 21-55 years old.
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School D: This study consists of regular classroom teachers in grades 1-5,
whose total class enrollment is 253 students, 54% male and 46% female. The racial
make-up of this particular school is 100% black, with 98% of its students receiving free
or reduced-price meals. There are 13 teachers who participated in this research, 4—1**
grade teachers; 2 - 2"** grade teachers, 2 - 3^** grade teachers; 3-4*** grade teachers; and 2
- 5*** grade teachers. Of the 13 teachers, there are 13 blacks and 0 whites and 10 females
and 3 males. There are 8 teachers who have received their Bachelors degree, 4 who have
received their Masters, and one who has a Doctorate degree. The teachers have been
teaching anywhere from 1-25 years. Their ages range from 21-50 years old.
Non-Title I Schools
School E: This study consists of regular classroom teachers in grades 1-5,
whose total class enrollment is 564 students, 47% male and 53% female. The racial
make-up of this particular school is 9% black, 85% white, 3% Hispanic, 1% Asian, 1%
American-Indian, and 2% multiracial, with 4% of its students receiving free or reduced-
price meals. There are 25 teachers who participated in this research, 6-1** grade
teachers; 6 - 2"** grade teachers, 6 - 3*** grade teachers; 4 - 4*“* grade teachers; and 3 - 5***
grade teachers. Of the 25 teachers, there are 4 blacks and 21 whites and 22 females and 3
males. There are 18 teachers who have received their Bachelors degree, 5 who have
received their Masters, and 2 who have a Specialist degree. The teachers have been
teaching anywhere from 1-25 years. Their ages range from 21-55 years old.
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School F: This study consists of regular classroom teachers in grades 1-5,
whose total class enrollment is 522 students, 51% male and 49% female. The racial
make-up of its students is 17% black, 73% white, 7% Hispanic, 1% Asian, and 1%
multiracial, with 8% of its students who receive free or reduced-price meals. There are
23 teachers who participated in this research, 6-1** grade teachers; 5 - 2"** grade teachers,
5 - 3*** grade teachers; 4-4*** grade teachers; and 3-5*** grade teachers. Of the 23
teachers, there are 2 blacks and 21 whites and all females. There were 3 teachers who
have received their Bachelors degree and 20 with their Masters degree. Majority of the
teachers have been teaching anywhere from 1-15 years, and two have taught for over 20
years. Their ages range from 21-55 years old.
School G: This study consists of regular classroom teachers in grades 1-5,
whose total class enrollment is 549 students, 52% male and 48% female. The racial
make-up of this particular school is 12% black, 86% white, 1% Hispanic, and 1% Asian,
with 4% of its students receiving free or reduced-price meals. There are 28 teachers who
participated in this research, 7-1** grade teachers; 6 - 2"** grade teachers, 6 - 3*** grade
teachers; 5-4*** grade teachers; and 4-5*** grade teachers. Of the 28 teachers, there are 5
blacks and 23 whites and 26 females and 2 males. There are 13 teachers who have their
Bachelors degree, 12 who have their Masters, and 3 with a Specialist degree. Majority of
the teachers have been teaching anywhere from 1-20 years, and two have taught between
25-30 years. Their ages range from 26-55 years old.
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Sampling Procediires
This large, urban school system is comprised of 69 elementary schools, of which
10% is used as samples for this study. Therefore, teachers' classroom management styles
are examined in seven elementary schools to show the relationship between student
achievement, discipline, and attendance for students in grades 1-5, also in terms of
teachers' races, genders, ages, years of teaching experiences and educational levels. Of
the seven schools, four are Title I schools and three are Non-Title I schools.
These two types of schools are chosen to compare and contrast teachers'
classroom management styles, as well as compare and contrast the data gathered about
students’ academic achievement, discipline and attendance based on students'
socioeconomic status. These grade levels, grades 1-5, are chosen because the Georgia
Criterion Referenced Competency Tests (GCRCT) is administered only to these grade
levels at the elementary level.
The teacher questionnaire (see Appendix A) addresses teachers' races, genders,
ages, years of teaching experiences, and educational levels. Those teachers who return
the teacher questionnaire by the deadline, April 15,2002, are used for this study.
After the teachers are selected, classroom observations are conducted using the
observation checklists (see Appendices B, C & D) to identify teachers who fit the
characteristics of the three classroom management styles: Nonassertive, Assertive and
Hostile. The teachers are observed during the months of April and May, 2002 for 20
minutes each, thus, receiving at least three classroom observations.
66
Working with Human Subjects
This study involves teachers from seven elementary schools. All schools and
teachers remain anonymous (no names are used; schools are color-coded for
identification purposes) and information the subjects provide is kept confidential at all
times. The teachers are assured of their confidentiality and are also permitted to obtain a
copy of the completed dissertation. Permission is obtained from the principal of each
school to distribute the teacher questionnaire to the teachers by placing a copy in the
teachers’ mailboxes. Permission is also obtained from the principal of each school to
observe the teachers during regular classroom instruction to identify teachers' classroom
management styles. Any information gathered about the teachers will be shared with the
subjects and/or the principal ofeach school if requested.
Instrumentation
Four instruments are used in this study. The first instrument used is the teacher
questionnaire. The purpose of this questioimaire is to obtain personal data about the
teachers' identified in this study. There are five relative items collected: the teachers'
races, genders, ages, years of teaching experiences, and educational levels. An unrelated
item, the grade level a teacher taught, is included for categorizing and identification
purposes. To correctly identify the teacher, permission is obtained from each principal to
receive a copy of the teacher roster. Each teacher’s questionnaire is pre-numbered and
placed in his or hermailbox.
To ensure reliability and validity for the self-developed instrument, the teacher
questionnaire is administered to teachers who work in a public school setting, both
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Title I and Non-Title I schools, and approved by the large, urban school system's
Research, Planning and Evaluation Department.
The other three instruments are observational checklists taken from characteristics
of teachers who respond to students' actions in one of three ways identified by Lee Canter
(1976). Canter based his findings of the three types of teacher classroom management
styles after extensive classroom observations of teacher behavior. Canter has established
an organization. Canter and Associates, through which he provides training for teachers
(see Appendices B, C, & D for checklists). Canter's characteristics of the three teacher
classroom management styles have been observed, supported, and used by other
researchers such as Frederic Jones (1987), Clifford Edwards (1993), Len Froyen (1996),
Charles Wolfgang (1996), and James Candelosi (1997), finding and stating the same
results over a period a years. The consistency of the outcomes and accuracy of inferences
made based on the outcomes ensure reliability and validity of the observational
checklists.
Data Collection and Administrative Procedures
Before beginning this study, the researcher obtains approval from the large urban
school system’s Research, Planning and Accountability Department. After that approval,
permission is obtained from the principal of each school to be studied to gather data from
the office. The collected data gathered from the office are the overall test scores from the
Georgia Criterion Referenced Competency Tests, average grade point averages (GPA) of
the final report grades for both Language Arts and Mathematics, discipline referrals.
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suspensions, and absenteeism for the students of the teachers identified. Data are also
gathered from the teacher questionnaires.
To ensure the data collection process had reliability and validity, data retrieved
from the office are compared and confirmed with records of the teachers. The office is
responsible for keeping records of discipline referral forms, absences, and suspensions.
Teachers are also required to keep records of students’ discipline referrals and
suspensions in their files and document absences in their roll books and on attendance
cards.
A questioimaire is distributed to all of the teachers at the schools identified for
this study the week ofApril 1,2002 (see appendix A). The questionnaire gathers personal
information about the teachers. Data collected from this questionnaire are the teachers'
races, genders, ages, years of teaching experiences, and educational levels. Teachers are
notified that the information provided is strictly confidential. The form for each school is
color-coded for identification purposes. Permission is obtained from the principals of
each school studied to place the questionnaires in each teacher's mailbox. The teachers
are informed to return the forms to the researcher by April 15, 2002 in the envelope
provided. Teachers whose questionnaires are returned are the subjects used for this study.
The months of April and May 2002 are allotted for identifying teachers who
satisfy the characteristics (see checklists. Appendices B, C, & D) of one of the three
different management styles. Again, teachers whose questionnaires that are received by
April 15,2002 are the subjects used for this study.
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Data are retrieved from the office on student discipline referrals, suspensions,
absenteeism, grade point averages of final grade reports, and scores from the Georgia
Criterion Referenced Competency Tests ofthe teachers identified.
Statistical Applications
Reliability is concerned with stability and time. A reliable survey item conveys
the same meaning to different people at different times. Validity of a survey is concerned
with whether or not the selected item obtained the intended information (Suter, W., 1998;
Vogt, W., 1999).
Analyses of all data are performed using statistical procedures found in the
Statistical Package of the Social Sciences (SPSS). The specific procedures used are:
(1) Kruskal-Wallis Test - a nonparametric test of statistical significance used
when testing more than two independent samples.
(2) Mann-Whitney U Test - a test of the statistical significance of differences
between two groups. It is used when the data for two samples are measured on an
ordinal scale.
(3) Stepwise Regression Analysis - a technique for calculating a regression
equation that instructs a computer to find the best eqviation by entering
independent variables in various combination and orders.
(4) Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient - a statistic, usually symbolized as r,
showing the degree of linear relationship between two variables that have been
measured on interval or ratio scales (Suter, W., 1998; Vogt, W. 1999).
(5) Levene Test - a test for homogeneity ofvariance of scores in distributions.
(6) Two-Way Anova - analysis ofvariance with two independent variables
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Delimitations
There are specific boundaries placed on this study. The first delimitation of this
study is that the insights and results are restricted to inner-city schools. Another
delimitation of this study is that it remains restricted to students in the regular school
setting, meaning this study does not include students in vocational, special or alternative
education. Lastly, the grade levels that participate are grades 1-5 only.
Sunnnarv
This chapter explains the methodology and procedures that are used for
examining the relationship between teachers' classroom management styles and student
achievement, discipline, and attendance. The study takes place at seven elementary
schools, four Title I and three Non-Title I schools, located in a large urban school district.
A quantitative, correlational design is utilized and four instruments are applied.
Three of the instruments are developed by Canter (1976) and the other one is developed
by the researcher to gather personal information about the teachers such as the teachers'
races, genders, ages, years of teaching experiences, and educational levels.
The research methods and procedures are statistically analyzed by using the
Kruskal-Wallis test, the Mann-Whitney U test, the Stepwise Regression Analysis,
Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient, Two-Way ANOVA, and Levene test to make
predictions about teachers' classroom management styles and personal elements, as they
relate to student achievement, discipline, and attendance. Strict confidentiality is
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maintained throughout the analysis of responses to the questionnaire. Permission to
conduct research is obtained from the school system and principals of each school
involved.
CHAPTER V
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
This chapter presents an analysis of the data obtained from four Title I and three
Non-Title I elementary schools, which consist of 146 teachers. As explained in chapter
one, the purpose of this study is to determine the relationship between teachers’
classroom management styles and student achievement, discipline, and attendance.
Additionally, teachers’ races, genders, ages, years of teaching experiences, and
educational levels are examined.
One instrument used to collect data is a teacher questionnaire that addresses the
teachers’ races, genders, ages, years of teaching experiences, and educational levels. The
other three instruments are observational checklists that categorize the characteristics of
teachers who respond to students’ actions in one of three ways: Nonassertive, Assertive,
or Hostile (Canter, 1976).
In determining the relationship between teachers’ classroom management styles
and student achievement, discipline, and attendance, as well as teachers’ races, genders,
ages, years of teaching experiences, and educational levels, six research questions guide
the study:
1. Is there a relationship between teachers’ classroom
management styles and student achievement in Title I
and Non-Title I schools?
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2. Is there a relationship between teachers’ classroom
management styles and student discipline in Title I and
Non-Title I schools?
3. Is there a relationship between teachers’ classroom
management styles and student attendance in Title I
and Non-Title I schools?
4. Is there a relationship between teachers’ classroom
management styles and student achievement in terms
of teachers’ races, genders, ages, years ofteaching
experiences, and educational levels in Title I and
Non-Title I schools?
5. Is there a relationship between teachers’ classroom
management styles and student discipline in terms
of teachers’ races, genders, ages, years of teaching
experiences, and educational levels in Title I and
Non-Title I schools?
6. Is there a relationship between teachers’ classroom
management styles and student attendance in terms
of teachers’ races, genders, ages, years ofteaching
experiences, and educational levels in Title I and
Non-Title I schools?
In terms of group membership, slightly less than one half (47.9%) of the teachers
are employed in Title I schools, and slightly more than one half (52.1%) are employed in
Non-Title I schools. Classroom management styles are assessed using a three-category
typology model - Nonassertive, Assertive, and Hostile. Among Title I teachers, 47
(67.1%) are Assertive; 16 (22.9%) are Nonassertive; 7 (10.0%) are Hostile. Among Non-
Title I teachers, 64 (84.2%) demonstrate Assertive classroom management styles. Six
(7.9%) Non-Title I teachers demonstrate Nonassertive classroom management styles; 6
(7.9%) Non-Title I teachers demonstrate Hostile classroom management styles.
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Thirty (42.9%) Title I teachers are 21-30 years of age; 16 (22.9%) Title I teachers
are 31-40 years of age; 14 (20.0%) Title I teachers are 41-50 years of age 10 (14.3%)
Title I teachers are 51-60 years of age. Twenty-five (32.9%) Non-Title I teachers are 21-
30 years of age; 31 (40.8%) Non-Title I teachers are 31-40 years of age; 10 (13.2%) Non-
Title I teachers are 41-50 years ofage; 10 (13.2%) Non-Title I teachers are 51-60 years of
age. According to gender, 12 (17.1%) Title I teachers are males and 58 (82.9%) are
females; 31 (40.8%) Non-Title I teachers are females. Five (6.6%) Non-Title I teachers
are males and 71 (93.4%) are females.
Sixty (85.7%) Title I teachers are black; 10 (14.3%) are white. Eleven (14.5%)
Non-Title I teachers are black; 65 (85.5%) are white. Almost 8 out of every 10 (78.6% or
55) Title I teachers have earned only the Bachelors degree. Slightly more than 2 out of
every 10 (21.4% or 15) Title I teachers have earned at least the Masters degree. Among
Non-Title I teachers, 34 (44.7%) have earned only the Bachelors degree; 42 (55.3%)
Non-Title I teachers have earned at least the Masters degree.
Slightly more than 8 out of every 10 (81.4% or 57) Title I teachers have under 15
years of teaching experience; slightly less than 2 out of every 10 (18.6% or 13) Title I
teachers have 15 years or more of teaching experience. Among Non-Title I teachers,
slightly more than three fourths (77.6% or 59) have less than 15 years of teaching
experience. Almost one fourth (22.4% or 17) of the Non-Title I teachers have 15 or more
years of teaching experience. See Table 1 for a complete summary of these findings.
The mean grade-point average (GPA) of the study sample teachers’ students is
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3.29 (SD = Al, SE of the mean = 3.855E-02). Results disaggregated by group 77 (Title I,
Non-Title I) indicate an average GPA of 2.85 (SD = .26; SE of the mean = 3.057E-02) for
Title I students and 3.69 (SD = .13; SE of the mean = 1.455E-02) for Non-Title I students.
Table 1








Group 70 47.9 76 52.1 146 100.0
Classroom Management Style
Assertive 47 67.1 64 84.2 111 76.0
Nonassertive 16 22.9 6 7.9 22 15.1
Hostile 7 10.0 6 7.9 13 8.9
Total 70 100.0 76 100.0 146 100.0
Age
21-30 years 30 42.9 25 32.9 55 37.7
31-40 years 16 22.9 31 40.8 47 32.3
41-50 years 14 20.0 10 13.2 24 16.4
51-60 years 10 14.3 10 13.2 20 13.7




Title I Non-Title I Total Sample











Masters or Higher 15
Total 70
Years ofTeaching Experience
Under 15 years 57
15 or more years 13
Total 70
17.1 5 6.6 17 11.6
82.9 71 93.4 129 88.4
100.0 76 100.0 146 100.0
85.7 11 14.5 71 48.6
14.3 65 85.5 75 51.4
100.0 76 100.0 146 100.0
78.6 34 44.7 89 61.0
21.4 42 55.3 57 39.0
100.0 76 100.0 146 100.0
81.4 59 77.6 116 79.5
18.6 17 22.4 30 20.5
100.0 76 100.0 146 100.0
CRCT English / Language Arts scores yielded a mean scale score of 342.87 (SD =
24.46; SE of the mean, 2.02). Results disaggregated by group (Title I, Non-title I)
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indicate an average English / Language Arts score of 323,71 (SD = 20.33; SE of the
mean, 2.43) for Title I students and 360.51 (SD = 10.87; SE of the mean, 1.25) for Non-
Title I students.
CRCT Mathematics scores yield a mean scale score of 338.67 (SD = 23.76; SE of
the mean, 1.97). Results disaggregated by group (Title I, Non-Title I) indicate an average
Mathematics score of 318.63 (SD = 17.97; SE of the mean, 2.15) for Title I students and
356.57 (SD = 9.76; SE of the mean, 1.12) for Non-Title I students. See Table 2 for a
complete sununaiy of these findings.
Table 2
Dependent Measures: Means (M), Standard Deviations (SD) for Title I and
Non-Title I Groups
Title I (n = 70) Non-Title I (n = 76)
M SD SE M SD SE
Grade Point Average 2.85 .26 3.057E-02 3.69 .13 1.455E-02
English / Language Arts 323.71 20.33 2.43 360.51 10.87 1.25
Mathematics 318.63 17.97 2.15 356.57 9.76 1.12
Research Questions and Hypotheses
The results of the analysis used to answer the research questions developed for
this study and test their associated hypotheses are presented in this section. All




Is there a relationship between teachers’ classroom management styles and
student achievement in Title I and Non-Title I schools?
Research Question 1 was answered by testing the first three null hypotheses:
Hq\: There is no significant relationship between teachers’ classroom
management styles and students’ grade point averages in Title I and Non-
Title I schools.
Because the number of respondents in the comparison groups is imequal,
homogeneity of variance factors is evaluated with Levene’s Test of Equality of Error
Variances. Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances indicate a significant violation
of the homogeneity of variance assumption for grade point average, F (5, 140 = 9.065, p
< .001. This finding suggests that the error variance of the dependent variable is not
equal across groups.
Because of the violation of the homogeneity of variance assumption for a
parametric test, the nonparametric Kruskal-Wallis H test is performed to test the equality
ofmedians for grade point averages among subgroups. The classroom management style
classification of Assertive, Nonassertive, and Hostile divided the Title I and Non-Title I
teachers into six subgroups and the Kruskal-Wallis H test and the Maim-Whitney U test
are employed to analyze data for this hypothesis.
The grade point averages for each subgroup are summarized in Table 3. There
are significantly different distributions of the grade point averages at the .05 level among
the subgroups; using Kruskal-Wallis, (5) = 115.421,/? < .001.
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Table 3
Quartile Values for Grade Point Averages for Each of the Six Subgroups
Grade Point
Average
Title I Non-Title I
Assertive Nonassertive Hostile Assertive Nonassertive Hostile
Median 3.00 2.80 2.70 3.70 3.50 3.60
1st Quartile 2.80 2.53 2.40 3.60 3.40 3.55
3rd Quartile 3.10 2.90 2.90 3.80 3.63 3.63
To isolate significant differences, pair-wise comparisons between each group and
each of the other groups are conducted using the Mann-Whitney U test (see Table 4).
Using the Mann-Whitney U test and controlling the Type I error rate to .05, /7-values less
than 0.009 [1 - (1-/?/] are considered statistically significant. The Mann-Whitney U test
reveal significant differences between groups.
A total of 15 pair-wise comparisons are made. The results indicate that the grade
point averages associated with the following pairs follow the same distribution: (a) Title I
Assertive vs. Title I Nonassertive, (b) Title I Assertive vs. Title I Hostile, (c) Title I
Nonassertive vs. Title I Hostile, (d) Non-Title I Assertive vs. Non-Title I Hostile, and (e)
Non-Title I Nonassertive vs. Non-Title I Hostile. The distributions of each of the




Results ofMann-Whitney U Test for Grade Point Averages
Comparisons (I vs. J)
Title I Assertive vs. Title I Nonassertive
Title I Assertive vs. Title I Hostile
Title I Assertive vs. Non-Title I Assertive
Title I Assertive vs. Non-Title I Nonassertive
Title I Assertive vs. Non-Title I Hostile
Title I Nonassertive vs. Title I Hostile
Title I Nonassertive vs. Non-Title I Assertive
Title I Nonassertive vs. Non-Title I Nonassertive
Title I Nonassertive vs. Non-Title I Hostile
Title I Hostile vs. Non-Title I Assertive
Title I Hostile vs. Non-Title I Nonassertive
Title I Hostile vs. Non-Title I Hostile
Non-Title I Assertive vs. Non-Title I Nonassertive
Non-Title I Assertive vs. Non-Title I Hostile






11.56 Fail to Reject












21.79 Fail to Reject
-2.16 Fail to Reject
Note. Critical value for the difference in mean ranks = .009; alpha = 0.05.
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HqI: There is no significant relationship between teachers’ classroom
management styles and students’ language arts achievement in Title I and
Non-Title I schools.
Because the number of respondents in the comparison groups is imequal,
homogeneity of variance factors is evaluated with Levene’s Test of Equality of Error
Variances. Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances indicate a significant violation
of the homogeneity of variance assiunption for language arts achievement, F (5, 140) =
15.937, p < .001. This finding suggests that the error variance of the dependent variable
is not equal across groups.
Because of the violation of the homogeneity of variance assmnption for a
parametric test, the nonparametric Kruskal-Wallis H test is performed to test the equality
ofmedians for language arts achievement scores among the subgroups (see Table 5). A
nonparametric one-way Kruskal-Wallis H test determines a statistically significant
relationship at the .05 level between subgroups, (5) = 80.424,p < .001.
Table 5
Quartile Values for Language Arts Achievement for Each of the Six Subgroups
Language
Arts
Title I Non-Title I
Assertive Nonassertive Hostile Assertive Nonassertive Hostile
Median 320.00 317.00 317.00 363.00 351.00 350.00
1st Quartile 311.00 306.50 312.00 356.25 343.25 344.25
3rd Quartile 334.00 333.75 326.00 369.00 354.75 363.75
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Post hoc comparisons are made with the Mann-Whitney U test to isolate the
significant differences. A total of 15 pair-wise comparisons are made (see Table 6). The
results indicate that the language arts scores associated with the following pairs follow
the same distribution: (a) Title I Assertive vs. Title I Nonassertive, (b) Title I Assertive
vs. Title I Hostile, (c) Title I Nonassertive vs. Title I Hostile, and (d) Non-Title I
Nonassertive vs. Non-Title I Hostile. The distributions of each of the remaining pairs are
significantly different from each other. Based on these findings, i/o2: is rejected.
Table 6
Results of the Mann-Whitney U Test for Language Arts Achievement
Mean Decision
Comparisons (I vs. J) difference (.05 level)
CLD
Title I Assertive vs. Title I Nonassertive
Title I Assertive vs. Title I Hostile
Title I Assertive vs. Non-Title I Assertive
Title I Assertive vs. Non-Title I Nonassertive
Title I Assertive vs. Non-Title I Hostile
Title I Nonassertive vs. Title I Hostile
Title I Nonassertive vs. Non-Title I Assertive
Title I Nonassertive vs. Non-Title I Nonassertive
Title I Nonassertive vs. Non-Title I Hostile
Title I Hostile vs. Non-Title I Assertive
Title I Hostile vs. Non-Title I Nonassertive
Title I Hostile vs. Non-Title I Hostile
4.69 Fail to Reject














Non-Title I Assertive vs. Non-Title I Nonassertive 23.97 Reject
Non-Title I Assertive vs. Non-Title I Hostile 15.77 Reject
Non-Title I Nonassertive vs. Non-Title I Hostile -1.00 Fail to Reject
Note. Critical valuefor the difference in mean ranks =. 009; alpha = 0.05.
Ho3: There is no significant relationship between teachers’ classroom
management styles and students’ mathematics achievement in Title I and
Non-Title I schools.
Because the number of respondents in the comparison groups is unequal,
homogeneity of variance factors are evaluated with Levene’s Test of Equality of Error
Variances. Levene’s Test of Eqiiality of Error Variances indicate a significant violation
of the homogeneity of variance assumption for mathematics achievement, F (5, 140) =
3.566, p = .005. This finding suggests that the error variance of the dependent variable is
not equal across groups.
Because of the violation of the homogeneity of variance assumption for a
parametric test, the nonparametric Kruskal-Wallis H test is implemented to test the
equality ofmedians for mathematics achievement scores among subgroups (see Table 7).
A nonparametric one-way Kruskal-Wallis test indicates a statistically significant




Quartile Values for Mathematics Achievement for Each of the Six Subgroups
Mathematics Title I Non-Title I
Assertive Nonassertive Hostile Assertive Nonassertive Hostile
Median 317.00 313.00 324.00 358.50 339.50 345.50
1st Quartile 304.00 304.50 313.00 354.00 330.75 340.50
3rd Quartile 335.00 320.50 324.00 364.00 349.50 355.50
To isolate significant differences, pair-wise comparisons between each group and
each of the other groups are conducted using the Mann-Whitney U test (see Table 8).
Using the Mann-Whitney U test and controlling the Type I error rate to .05, /^■values less
than 0.009 [1 - (1-pf] are considered statistically significant. The Mann-Whitney U test
revealed significant differences between groups. The results indicate that the
mathematics scores associated with the following pairs follow the same distribution: (a)
Title I Assertive vs. Title I Nonassertive, (b) Title I Assertive vs. Title I Hostile, (c) Title
I Nonassertive vs. Title I Hostile, (d) Title I Hostile vs. Non-Title I Nonassertive, (e) Title
I Hostile vs. Non-Title I Hostile, and (f) Non-Title I Nonassertive vs. Non-Title I Hostile.
The distributions of each of the remaining pairs are significantly different fi'om each
other. Based on these findings, i/o3: is rejected.
85
Table 8
Results of the Mann-Whitney U Test for Mathematics Achievement
Comparisons (I vs. J) Mean
difference
(I-J)
Title I Assertive vs. Title I Nonassertive 4.52
Title I Assertive vs. Title I Hostile -3.29
Title I Assertive vs. Non-Title I Assertive -51.57
Title I Assertive vs. Non-Title I Nonassertive -17.20
Title I Assertive vs. Non-Title I Hostile -21.99
Title I Nonassertive vs. Title I Hostile -4.73
Title I Nonassertive vs. Non-Title I Assertive -39.84
Title I Nonassertive vs. Non-Title I Nonassertive -9.51
Title I Nonassertive vs. Non-Title I Hostile -10.54
Title I Hostile vs. Non-Title I Assertive -31.14
Title I Hostile vs. Non-Title I Nonassertive -4.33
Title I Hostile vs. Non-Title I Hostile -4.79
Non-Title I Assertive vs. Non-Title I Nonassertive 20.15
Non-Title I Assertive vs. Non-Title I Hostile 24.80


















Note. Critical value for the difference in mean ranks = .009; alpha = 0.05.
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Research Question 2
Is there a relationship between teachers’ classroom management styles and
student discipline in Title I and Non-Title I schools?
Research Question 2 is answered by testing the fourth and fifth null hypotheses.
//o4: There is no significant relationship between teachers’ classroom
management styles and the number of student discipline referrals in Title I
and Non-Title I schools.
Because the number of respondents in the comparison groups is unequal,
homogeneity of variance factors are evaluated with Levene’s Test of Equality of Error
Variances. Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances indicate a significant violation
of the homogeneity of variance assumption for the number of student discipline referrals,
F (5, 140) = 13.608, p < .001. This finding suggests that the error variance of the
dependent variable is not equal across groups.
Because of the violation of the homogeneity of variance assumption for a
parametric test, the nonparametric Kruskal-Wallis H test is carried out to test the equality
of medians for the number of discipline referrals among the subgroups (see Table 9). A
nonparametric, one-way Kruskal-Wallis test determines a statistically significant
relationship at the .05 level between subgroups and the number of student discipline
referrals, (5) = 48.051,/) < .001.
To isolate significant differences, pair-wise comparisons between each group and
each of the other groups are conducted using the Mann-Whitney U test (see Table 10).
Using the Mann-Whitney U test and controlling the Type I error rate to .05,/)-values less
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than 0.009 [1 - (1- pf'\ were considered statistically significant. The Mann-Whitney U
test revealed significant differences between groups.
Table 9
Quartile Values for Discipline Referrals for Each of the Six Subgroups
Discipline
Referrals
Title I Non-Title I
Assertive Nonassertive Hostile Assertive Nonassertive Hostile
Median 0.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 1.00 1.00
1st Quartile 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.75
3rd Quartile 1.00 3.00 4.00 0.00 1.00 1.25
A total of 15 pair-wise comparisons are made. The results indicate that the
number of discipline referrals associated with the following pairs follow the same
distribution: (a) Title I Assertive vs. Non-Title I Nonassertive, (b) Title I Assertive vs.
Non-Title I Hostile, (c) Title I Nonassertive vs. Title I Hostile, (d) Title I Nonassertive vs.
Non-Title I Nonassertive, (e) Title I Nonassertive vs. Non-Title I Hostile, (f) Title I
Hostile vs. Non-Title I Nonassertive, (g) Title I Hostile vs. Non-Title I Hostile, and (h)
Non-Title I Nonassertive vs. Non-Title I Hostile. The distributions of each of the




Results of the Mann-Whitney U Test for Discipline Referrals
Comparisons (I vs. J)
Title I Assertive vs. Title I Nonassertive
Title I Assertive vs. Title I Hostile
Title I Assertive vs. Non-Title I Assertive
Title I Assertive vs. Non-Title I Nonassertive
Title I Assertive vs. Non-Title I Hostile
Title I Nonassertive vs. Title I Hostile
Title I Nonassertive vs. Non-Title I Assertive
Title I Nonassertive vs. Non-Title I Nonassertive
Title I Nonassertive vs. Non-Title I Hostile
Title I Hostile vs. Non-Title I Assertive
Title I Hostile vs. Non-Title I Nonassertive
Title I Hostile vs. Non-Title I Hostile
Non-Title I Assertive vs. Non-Title I Nonassertive
Non-Title I Assertive vs. Non-Title I Hostile









-2.63 Fail to Reject
-7.80 Fail to Reject
-1.64 Fail to Reject
25.39 Reject
4.81 Fail to Reject
3.55 Fail to Reject
33.36 Reject
4.64 Fail to Reject
3.56 Fail to Reject
-18.412 Reject
-25.07 Reject
-1.66 Fail to Reject
Note. Critical value for the difference in mean ranks = .009; alpha = 0.05.
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Ho5: There is no significant relationship between teachers’ classroom
management styles and the number of student suspensions in Title I and
Non-Title I schools.
Because the number of respondents in the comparison groups is unequal,
homogeneity of variance factors are evaluated with Levene’s Test of Equality of Error
Variances. Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances indicate a significant violation
of the homogeneity of variance assumption for the number of student suspensions, F (5,
140) = 11.403, p < .001. This finding suggests that the error variance for the dependent
variable is not equal across groups.
Because of the violation of the homogeneity of variance assumption for a
parametric test, the nonparametric Kruskal-Wallis H test is performed to test the equality
of medians for the number of student referrals among subgroups (see Table 11). A
nonparametric one-way Kruskal-Wallis test determines a statistically significant
relationship at the .05 level between subgroups and the number of student suspensions,
(5) = 46.036,/? <.001.
Table 11
Quartile Values for Number of Suspensions for Each of the Six Subgroups
Suspensions
Title 1 Non-Tide I
Assertive Nonassertive Hostile Assertive Nonassertive Hostile
Median 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1st Quartile 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3rd Quartile 1.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 0.25 0.25
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Post hoc comparisons are made with the Mann-Whitney U test to isolate the
significant differences. A total of 15 pair-wise comparisons are made (see Table 12).
Table 12
Results of the Mann-Whitney U Test for Suspensions
Comparisons (I vs. J)
Title I Assertive vs. Title I Nonassertive
Title I Assertive vs. Title I Hostile
Title I Assertive vs. Non-Title I Assertive
Title I Assertive vs. Non-Title I Nonassertive
Title I Assertive vs. Non-Title I Hostile
Title I Nonassertive vs. Title I Hostile
Title I Nonassertive vs. Non-Title I Assertive
Title I Nonassertive vs. Non-Title I Nonassertive
Title I Nonassertive vs. Non-Title I Hostile
Title I Hostile vs. Non-Title I Assertive
Title I Hostile vs. Non-Title I Nonassertive
Title I Hostile vs. Non-Title I Hostile
Non-Title I Assertive vs. Non-Title I Nonassertive
Non-Title I Assertive vs. Non-Title I Hostile








10.25 Fail to Reject
3.01 Fail to Reject
3.01 Fail to Reject
3.01 Fail to Reject
-3.90 Fail to Reject
5.61 Fail to Reject




-2.55 Fail to Reject
-2.55 Fail to Reject
0.00 Fail to Reject
Note. Critical value for the difference in mean ranks = .009; alpha = 0.05.
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The results indicate that the number of suspensions associated with the following
pairs follow the same distribution: (a) Title I Assertive vs. Non-Title I Assertive, (b) Title
I Assertive vs. Non-Title I Nonassertive, (c) Title I Assertive vs. Non-Title I Hostile, (d)
Title I Nonassertive vs. Title I Hostile, (e) Title I Nonassertive vs. Non-Title I Assertive,
(f) Title I Nonassertive vs. Non-Title I Nonassertive, (g) Title I Nonassertive vs. Non-
Title I Hostile, (h) Non-Title I Assertive vs. Non-Title I Nonassertive, (i) Non-Title I
Assertive vs. Non-Title 1 Hostile, and (j) Non-Title I Nonassertive vs. Non-Title I
Hostile. The distributions of each of the remaining pairs are significantly different fi-om
each other. Based on these findings, HqS: is rejected.
Research Question 3
Is there a relationship between teachers’ classroom management styles and
student attendance in Title I and Non-Title I schools?
Research Question 3 is answered by testing the sixth null hypothesis.
Ho6: There is no significant relationship between teachers’ classroom
management styles and student attendance in Title I and Non-Title I schools.
Factorial analysis of variance (ANOVA) is employed to test this hypothesis with
teachers’ classroom management styles (Assertive, Nonassertive, and Hostile) and group
membership (Title I, Non-Title I) as the independent variables and number of absences as
the dependent variable. Means and standard deviations are reported in Table 13.
Because the number of respondents in the comparison groups was imequal,
homogeneity of variance factors were evaluated with Levene’s Test of Equality of Error
Variances. Levene’s Test ofEquality ofError Variances was not statistically significant
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at alpha = .10 (p = .298); therefore, there is insufficient evidence to indicate that the
assumption ofequal variances is violated.
Table 13
Mean Scores for Relationship, Based on Group Membership, Between Classroom
Management Style and Student Attendance
Group Classroom Management Style
MeanNumber
ofAbsences SD N
Title I Assertive 13.79 3.50 47
Nonassertive 13.06 4.60 16
Hostile 14.00 3.87 7
Total 13.64 3.77 70
Non-Title I Assertive 14.44 4.56 64
Nonassertive 14.67 4.18 6
Hostile 18.67 4.13 6
Total 14.79 4.59 76
Total Assertive 14.16 4.14 111
Nonassertive 13.50 4.45 22
Hostile 16.15 4.52 13
Total 14.24 4.24 146
Because the interaction is not significant for classroom management styles by
group membership [F (2, 140) = 1.359, p = .260], the main effects are examined. A two-
way ANOVA yielded a significant main effect for group membership, F (1,140) = 4.749,
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= .031 and a non-significant main effect for classroom management styles, F (1,140) =
1.727,/?-.082.
Partial Eta squared for the group membership variable indicates that about 3% of
the total variation in the number of absences is explained by the group membership
variable. About 2% of the variation in the number of absences is explained by the
classroom management styles variable. The type of classroom management style
(Assertive, Nonassertive, and Hostile) had no significant effect on student attendance.
Title I teachers’ students and Non-Title I teachers’ students have dissimilar attendance
patterns (estimated marginal means, 13.62, SE, .66; estimated marginal means, 15.92, SE,
.82, respectively). See Table 14 for a complete summary of these findings. Based on
these findings, Ho6: is rejected.
Table 14
Analysis ofVariance for Relationship, Based on Group Membership, Between Classroom











83.221 1 83.221 4.749 .031* .033
Styles 60.535 2 30.268 1.727 .182 .024
Group by Styles 47.621 2 23.811 1.359 .260 .019





Is there a relationship between teachers’ classroom management styles and
student achievement in terms of teachers’ races, genders, ages, years of teaching
experiences, and educational levels in Title I and Non-Title I schools?
Research Question 4 is answered by testing the seventh, eighth, and ninth null
hypotheses.
HqI: There is no significant relationship between teachers’ classroom
management styles, races, genders, ages, years of teaching experiences,
educational levels and students’ grade point averages in Title I and Non-
Title I schools.
In the age classifications, the cell sizes in 6 classifications are below the
recommended cell size of 5. Age categories are collapsed from 8 categories into 5
categories for comparison purposes.
In the years of teaching experience classifications, the cell sizes in 8
classifications are below the recommended cell size of 5. Teaching experience categories
are collapsed into “Under 15 years” and “15 years ormore” for comparison purposes.
In the educational level classifications, the cell sizes in 4 classifications are below
the recommended cell size of 5. Educational level categories are collapsed into
“Bachelors degree only” and Masters degree +” for comparison purposes.
A stepwise multiple regression analysis is used to test this hypothesis. Pearson
correlations are computed to determine the interrelations between grade point averages
and demographic variables in order to identify the variables that would be included in the
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regression analysis. The variables entered into the stepwise equation are based on the
largest partial correlation and are considered significant at the .05 level. Each regression
model will display the and the change (A) in as a note in the table. The significance
level is set at/? < .05. Table 15 presents the findings of the regression analysis.
Table 15
Summary of Stepwise Regression Analysis for Selected Demographic Variables as They
Relate to Grade Point Averages
Variable B SEB B Sig.
Step 1
Title I status .841 .033 .905 <001***
Step 2
Title I status .819 .031 .881 <001***
Classroom Management Style -.112 .025 -.152 <.001***
***/?<.001.
Note. Beta weights and values shown are fi-om the full model at Step 3.
Step 1: = .818; F(l, 144) -648.008,/? < .001.
Step 2: = .841; A = .023; AF(l, 143) = 20.351,/? < .001.
Title I status is entered into the equation first and accounts for 82% of the
variance. Title I status and classroom management styles account for 84% of the
variance. The change indicates that classroom management styles added significantly
but weakly to the variance in grade point average. The results indicate that in the present
study group (Title I, Non-Title I) and classroom management styles (Assertive,
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Nonassertive, and Hostile) are important variables for predicting grade point average.
Other demographic variables fail to support a significant influence on grade-point
average. Based on these findings, HqI: is rejected with respect to Title I status and
classroom management styles.
/fo8: There is no significant relationship between teachers’ classroom
management styles, races, genders, age, years of teaching experiences, and
educational levels and students’ language arts achievement in Title I and
Non-Title I schools.
A stepwise multiple regression analysis is used to test this hypothesis. Pearson
correlations are computed to determine the interrelations between grade point averages
and demographic variahles in order to identify the variables that would be included in the
regression analysis. The variables entered into the stepwise equation are based on the
largest partial correlation and are considered significant at the .05 level. Each regression
model will display the R and the change (A) m i? as a note in the table. The significance
level is set atp < .05. Table 16 presents the findings ofthe regression analysis.
Table 16
Summary of Stepwise Regression Analysis for Selected Demographic Variahles as They
Relate to Language Arts Achievement
Variable B SE B B Sig.
Step 1





Title I status 42.716 3.354 .713 <.001***
Classroom Management Style -7.010 2.653 -.148 .009**
**;?<.01. ***p<*001.
Step 1:1^ = .541; F(l, 144) = 169.588,p < .001.
Step 2: = .562; = .021; A F (1,143) = 6.980, p = .009.
Title I status is entered into the equation first accounting for 54% of the variance.
Classroom management style is entered in the second step. Title I status and classroom
management style account for 56% of the variance. The ^ change indicates that
classroom management styles added significantly but weakly to the variance in language
arts achievement. The results indicate that in the present study group (Title I, Non-Title
I) and classroom management style (Assertive, Nonassertive, and Hostile) are important
variables for predicting language arts achievement. Other demographic variables failed
to support a significant influence on language arts achievement. Based on these findings,
HqS: is rejected with respect to Title I status and classroom management styles.
Ho9: There is no significant relationship between teachers’ classroom
management styles, races, genders, ages, years of teaching experiences,
and educational levels and students’ mathematics achievement in Title I
and Non-Title 1 schools.
A stepwise multiple regression analysis is used to test this hypothesis. Pearson
correlations are computed to determine the interrelations between grade point averages
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and demographic variables in order to identify the variables that would be included in the
regression analysis. The variables entered into the stepwise equation are based on the
largest partial correlation and are considered significant at the .05 level. Each model will
display the and the change (A) in as a note in the table. The significance level is set
atp < .05. Table 17 presents the findings of the regression analysis.
Title I status is entered into the equation first accoimting for 69% of the variance.
Classroom management style is entered into the equation on the second step. Title I
status and classroom management style accoxmt for 70% of the variance. The change
indicates that classroom management style added significantly but weakly to the variance
in mathematics achievement. The results indicate that in the present study group (Title I,
Non-Title I) and classroom management style (Assertive, Nonassertive, and Hostile) are
important variables for predicting mathematics achievement. Other demographic
variables fail to support a significant influence on mathematics achievement. Based on
these findings, Hq9\ is rejected with respect to Title I status and classroom management
styles.
Table 17
Summary of Stepwise Regression Analysis for Selected Demographic Variables as They
Relate to Mathematics Achievement
Variable B SEB B Sig.
Step 1
Title I status 48.997 2.759 .829 <.001***
Step 2
Title I status




Step l:R^ = .686; F(l, 144) = 315.325,/? < .001.
Step 2: R^ = .703; AR^ = .016; A F (1, 143) = 7.835,/? = .006.
Research Question 5
Research Question 5 is answered by testing the tenth and eleventh null
hypotheses.
Is there a relationship between teachers’ classroom management styles and
student discipline in terms of teachers’ races, genders, ages, years of teaching
experiences, and educational levels in Title I and Non-Title I schools?
HolO: There is no significant relationship between teachers’ classroom
management styles, races, genders, ages, years of teaching experiences,
and educational levels and the number of student discipline referrals in
Title I and Non-Title I schools.
A stepwise multiple regression analysis is used to test this hypothesis. Pearson
correlations are computed to determine the interrelations between grade point averages
and demographic variables in order to identify the variables that would be included in the
regression analysis. The variables entered into the stepwise equation are based on the
largest partial correlation and are considered significant at the .05 level. Each model will
display the R^ and the change (A) in as a note in the table. The significance level is set
at/? < .05. Table 18 presents the findings of the regression analysis.
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Table 18
Summary of Stepwise Regression Analysis for Selected Demographic Variables as They
Relate to the Number ofDiscipline Referrals
Variable B SEB P Sig.
Step 1
Classroom Management Style .913 .161 .426 <.001***
Step 2
Classroom Management Style .812 .154 .379 <001***
Title I status
-.837 .195 -.309 <.001***
***/?<.001.
Step 1; = .182; F(l, 144) = 31.976,p < .001.
Step 2:F^ = .275; ^R^ = .093; AF(l, 143) = 18.428,/; < .001.
Classroom management style entered the equation first accounting for 18% of the
variance. Title I status entered the equation on the second step. Classroom management
style and Title I status accounted for 28% of the variance. The change indicated that
Title I status added significantly to the variance in the number ofdiscipline referrals. The
results indicated that in the present study group (Title I, Non-Title I) and classroom
management style (assertive, nonassertive, and hostile) were important variables for
predicting the number of discipline referrals. Other demographic variables failed to
support a significant influence on the number of discipline referrals. Based on these
findings, //olO: was rejected with respect to Title I status and classroom management
styles.
101
//oil: There is no significant relationship between teachers’ classroom
management styles, races, genders, ages, years of teaching experiences,
and educational levels and the number of student suspensions in Title I
andNon-Title I schools.
The independent variables—classroom management styles. Title I status, races,
genders, ages, years of teaching experiences, and educational levels—^and the dependent
variable, suspensions, are subjected to a regression analysis. The selection ofvariables is
based on significant bivariate correlations of the variables with suspensions. As shown in
Table 19, classroom management styles significantly predict student attendance,
accounting for 16% of the variability. However, the inclusion of Title I status in the
second step yields a modest but statistically significant change (9%), indicating
improvement in the prediction of student attendance. In this analysis, the positive beta
weight for classroom management styles (.356) indicates that as classroom management
styles increase (change fi'om Assertive to Nonassertive to Hostile), the number of
suspensions also increases. In this analysis, the negative betaweight for Title I status
(-.305) signifies that as Title I status increases (change from Title I to Non-Title I), the




Summary of Stepwise Regression Analysis for the Relationship of Selected Demographic
Variables as They Relate to Number of Suspensions
Variable B SEB P Sig.
Step 1
Classroom Management Styles .451 .086 .402 <.001***
Step 2
Classroom Management Styles .399 .082 .356 < .001***
Title I status -.433 .104 -.305 < .001***
**V<-001.
Step = .162; F(1,144) = 27.738,/? < .001.
Step 2: .253; AR^ = .091; AF(1,143) = 17.415,/? < .001.
Research Question 6
Is there a relationship between teachers’ classroom management styles and
student attendance in terms of teachers’ races, genders, ages, years of teaching
experiences, and educational levels in Title I and Non-Title I schools?
Research Question 6 is answered by testing the twelfth null hypothesis.
Hol2: There is no significant relationship between teachers’ classroom
management styles, races, genders, ages, years of teaching experiences,
and educational levels and student attendance in Title I and Non-Title I
schools.
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The selection of variables (for regression analysis) is based on significant
bivariate correlations of the demographic variables with the student attendance. None of
the demographic variables are significantly correlated with student attendance; thus no
regression model is formulated. Based on these findings, /fol2: is accepted.
Summary
This research is based on a questionnaire that is distributed to 146 teachers and
observational checklists that is placed teachers in one of three categories of teacher
classroom management styles - Nonassertive, Assertive, or Hostile - in four Title I and
three Non-Title I elementary schools.
The data fi’om the instruments are presented in 19 tables. The tables are designed
to display the findings of the study relative to the following variables; teacher classroom
management styles, student achievement, student discipline, and student attendance, as
well as teachers’ races, genders, ages, years of teaching experiences, and educational
levels.
Several findings are revealed fi-om the data of the returned questionnaires,
observational checklists, GCRCT scores, grade point averages, and students’ discipline
and attendance reports. The following are particularly noteworthy of listing:
1. 67.1% of the Title I teachers are categorized as Assertive,
22.9% are Nonassertive, and 10% are categorized as Hostile.
2. Among the Non-Title I teachers, 84.2% are classified as Assertive,
7.9% are Nonassertive, and 7.9% demonstrate the Hostile style.
3. 85.7% of the Title I teachers are black and 14.3% are white.
4. 185.5% of the Non-Title I teachers are white and 14.5% are
black.
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5. Masters degrees are earned from 21.4% of the Title I teachers,
while 55.3% of the Non-Title I teachers earn a Masters degree.
6. The mean grade point average ofTitle I teachers is 2.85,
while the Non-Title I teachers have a mean grade point average
of 3.69.
7. Among the 70 Title I teachers, 42.9% are 21-30 years of age
and, 14.3% are between 51-60 years ofage.
8. Among the 76 Non-Title I teachers, 32.9% are 21-30 years of
age, and 13.2% range from 51-60 years of age.
9. 82.9% of the Title I participants are females and 17.9%
are males.
10. 93.4% of the Non-Title I participants are females and only
6.6% are males.
Chapter VI summarizes the findings of the research. Additionally, Chapter VI
makes implications, draws conclusions, and makes recommendations that are believed to
be helpful ways to better assist teachers and students with their educational encounters.
Fiulhermore, Chapter VI discusses ways that administrators can evaluate teachers’
classroom management styles, as well as offer teachers suggestions as to how they can
assess themselves to address differences among individual students.
CHAPTERVI
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Classroom misbehavior and academic achievement are major concerns today in
schools. The issue about achievement and discipline is not decreasing, but is increasing
year after year. Classroom management focuses on ways to establish and maintain
practical situations for classroom groups, detect misbehavior, resolve behavioral disorder,
and/or capture the attention of individual students. Receiving a number of discipline
referrals from a single classroom indicates that a classroom management plan is
ineffective.
This study is undertaken to determine the relationship between teachers’
classroom management styles and student achievement, discipline, and attendance, as
well as examine the relationship between teachers’ races, genders, ages, years of teaching
experiences, and educational levels. In preparing the reader to better rmderstand the
study, this chapter presents the outcome of the research study in four sections: findings,
conclusions, implications, and recommendations.
Summary ofthe Findings
This chapter contains descriptions of the characteristics of the 146 teachers
participating in this study. Data are analyzed at the .05 level of significance with the
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS).
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The following significant findings are identified:
1. There is a significant relationship between teachers’ classroom management
styles and grade point averages in Title I and Non-Title I schools.
2. There is a significant relationship between teachers’ classroom management
styles and language arts achievement in Title I and Non-Title I schools.
3. There is a significant relationship between teachers’ classroom management
styles and mathematics achievement in Title I and Non-Title I schools.
4. There is a significant relationship between teachers’ classroom management
styles and the number of student discipline referrals in Title I and Non-Title I
schools.
5. There is a significant relationship between teachers’ classroom management
styles and the niunber of student suspensions in Title I and Non-Title I
schools.
6. There is a significant main effect for group membership (Title I, Non-Title I).
Surprisingly, Title 1 teachers’ students had fewer absences than Non-Title I
students, but other demographic variables found not be statistically
significant.
7. There are statistically significant relationships between teachers’ classroom
management styles, group membership (Title I, Non-Title I) and GPA,
language arts achievement, and mathematics achievement.
8. There are statistically significant relationships between teachers’ classroom
management styles, group membership (Title I, Non-Title I) and the number
ofdiscipline referrals and the number of suspensions.
Variations in GPA, language arts achievement, mathematics achievement, the
number of sxispensions, and the number of discipline referrals are impacted by the
variations in classroom management styles and variations in group membership (Title I,
Non-Title I). Fiuther scrutiny of the differences in achievement, the number of
suspensions, and the number of discipline referrals, using the Mann-Whitney U test,
produce significant differences among subgroups. These variations (favoring Non-Title I
teachers) affect student achievement and discipline.
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Conclusions
The findings of this study clearly identify some important elements in the
relationship between teachers’ classroom management styles and student achievement,
discipline, and attendance, as well as teachers’ races, genders, ages, years of teaching
experiences, and educational levels in Title I and Non-Title I schools. The following are
the conclusions that are derived fi’om the findings of this study and are presented as
responses to the research questions:
1. For this sample ofTitle I and Non-Title I groups,
classroom management styles seem to have a
significant relationship between student achievement.
The Title I groups indicate an average GPA of2.85
and an average GPA of 3.69 for the Non-Title I groups.
The average score on the language arts portion of the
GCRCT for the Title I groups is 323.71 and 318.63
for mathematics. For the Non-Title I groups, the
average score on the language arts portion of the
GCRCT is 360.51 and 356.57 for mathematics.
2. There is a significant relationship between teachers’
classroom management styles and student discipline in
Title I and Non-Title I schools. Of this sample, the
Title I group refers 87 students for discipline problems
and suspends 43 students. The Non-Title I groups
refers only 18 students for discipline concerns and
suspends a total of 7 students.
3. The Title I and Non-Title I groups show a significant
relationship between teachers’ classroom management
styles and student attendance. However, more Non-Title I
students are absent than students attending Title I schools.
4. The teachers’ races, genders, ages, years of teaching
experiences, and educational levels are significantly relative
to student achievement. White females between the ages of
31-40 with 15 years or more teaching experience who held at
least a Masters degree have higher student grade point averages
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and scores on the language arts and mathematics portions of the
GCRCT.
5. 33% ofblack teachers (20 of 60) and 50% (5 of 10) ofwhite
teachers have students who are suspended from Title I schools,
and .09% ofblack teachers (1 of 11) and .092% (6 of 65) of
white teachers have students who are suspended from Non-
Title I schools. Furthermore, 83.3% of the males in Title I
schools have suspended students. The males in the Non-Title I schools
have no suspensions. Additionally, 76% (38 of 50) of suspensions
come from discipline referrals from the teachers whose ages
range from 21-30. 80.7% (21 of 26) of the teachers who have
students who are suspended from school have a Bachelors degree.
6. There is a reverse of the usual findings for student attendance
only. Of this sample, the Non-Title I teachers have more students
absent than the Title I teachers. However, the numbers of days
missed from school has no relationship between teachers’
classroom management styles, races, genders, ages, years of teaching
experiences, and educational levels in Title I and Non-Title I schools.
Implications
The findings and conclusions of this research point to the following implications
for principals and administrators:
1. Students attending Non-Title I schools experience more
academic success in school than students who attend Title I
schools. Students who perform below grade level tend to be
those who disrupt the classroom environment and are absent
from school more often. In a study conducted by Ohlimd and
Ericsson, they found that low reading comprehension skills
and low grades were related to poor attendance (1994).
2. Students who attend Title I schools receive less teacher
instruction than Non-Title I students because too much time
is spent on student discipline. As a result, teachers should
adopt a classroom management style, such as the Assertive
style, to help reduce discipline problems and/or maintain
appropriate student behavior. From this study, teachers
who use the Assertive style had students who achieve
better academically and display suitable conduct.
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3. Students who attend Title I schools are more likely to be
suspended from school than students attending Non-Title I
schools.
4. Teachers’ races, genders, ages, years of teaching experiences,
and educational levels play roles in the success ofa child’s
total educational experience. These factors influence
student achievement and student discipline.
5. Colleges and universities need to prepare students who major
in education for real-life experiences. In a study of 23 student
teachers, “all 23 prospective teachers expressed discomfort with
student discipline and establishing and enforcing rules” (Jones &
Vesilind, 1995). Also, new teachers usually leave the profession
within a 5-year period (Alderman, 1997; Gilberts & Lignugariskraft,
1997). If college students are allowed to work more in school
settings, maybe these prospective teachers will acquire more
practical hands-on skills, and consequently, make the rational
decision to remain in the education arena or pursue another
field of study.
6. An extension to this research study should investigate
the relationship between parent involvement and student
achievement, ^scipline, and attendance in Title I and
Non-Title I elementary schools. According to Jones (2001),
parent participation can boost academic achievement and
even raise students’ test scores. Furthermore, parent
involvement decreases student misbehavior and students
tend to be absent less (Epstein & Sanders, 2000; Griffith, 1998;
Reed et al., 2000).
Recommendations
The findings of this research lead to the following recommendations for
administrators who aspire to improve student achievement, discipline, and attendance:
1. The findings of the study should be used in the training
of teachers.
2. It is recommended that the results of the study are made
available to the director of staffdevelopment for the school
system and to the superintendent to develop training programs
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designed to improve the classroom management behaviors of
teachers.
3. The study should be replicated in other large urban school
systems in Georgia and the United States. In doing this,
broader generalization of the datamay occur.
4. Further studies should examine the differences in the
classroom management styles ofbeginning and veteran
teachers in Title I and Non-Title I schools.
5. Further study is justified to determine why Non-Title I
teachers had more students absent than Title I teachers.
Further study might indicate qualities Title I teachers
have as they relate to attendance.
Summary
This study continuously focuses on the relationship between teachers’ classroom
management styles and student achievement, discipline, and attendance. It is extended as
it examines the relationship between the aforementioned student factors and teachers’
races, genders, ages, years of teaching experiences, and educational levels. The findings,
as reported in chapter six, refer to six previously stated research questions. The findings,
conclusions, and implications lead the researcher to the formerly mentioned five
recommendations. It is hoped that these recommendations lead to improving student
achievement, discipline, and attendance, and consequently, improve the total school
environment in both Title I and Non-Title I schools.
As the research shows, teachers’ classroom management styles, races, genders,
ages, years ofteaching experiences, and educational levels display a relationship between
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student achievement and discipline, but have no relationship between student attendance
in Title I and Non-Title I schools.
This research seeks to add to the literature that promotes student achievement,
appropriate student behavior, and attending school on a regular and consistent basis.
Likewise, this research endorses hiring teachers who have obtained a degree beyond a
Bachelor’s, who are more experienced and qualified, and who have common racial and
gender backgroimds as Georgia’s most prized possessions - children.
APPENDIX A
Dear teacher,
My name is Mario M. Barber and I am currently a graduate student at Clark
Atlanta University. I am pursuing my doctorate degree in Administration and
Supervision and need your assistance. My dissertation topic is "A Comparative Study:
The Relationship Between Teachers' Classroom Management Styles and Student
Achievement, Discipline and Attendance." As a part of my dissertation, I will address
how Title I and Non-Title I teachers' personal/demographic data may relate to their
classroom management styles in terms ofstudent achievement, discipline and attendance.
All information you give wiU be kept strictly confidential. The information you
provide will be used solely as a part ofmy dissertation work. You may request a copy of
my final dissertation. This questionnaire will take no longer than 3 minutes to complete.
Please return the questionnaire in the enclosed envelope hy April 5,2002. Your time
and cooperation are greatly appreciated.
PERSONAL/DEMOGRAPmC DATA
Race (Check one)




21-25 26-30 31-35 36-40
41-45 46-50 51-55 over 55
Years of Teaching Experience (Check one)
1-3 4-7 8-11 12-15
16-20 21-25 26-30 over 30 (please indicate)
Educational Level (Check one)
^Bachelors Masters Specialist Doctorate





Instructions: Observe teacher for a 20 minute period
and place a check mark (/) whenever a characteristic Teacher’s Name: _
of low control (nonassertive) approach occurs. Observer:
Begiiming Time: Ending Time: Observation Date:
Number of Students: Grade Level:
Number ofTimes Characteristic Occurs Raw %
Score Score
Characteristics 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Ignores Inappropriate
Student Behaviors or Makes
No Serious Demands to Stop










Lets students make decisions






Instructions: Observe teacher for a 20 minute period Teacher’s Name: _
and place a check mark (/) whenever a characteristic
ofmedium control (assertive) occurs. Observer:
Beginning Time: Ending Time: Observation Date:
Number of Students: Grade Level:
Number ofTimes Characteristic Occurs Raw %
Score Score


















Instructions: Observe teacher for a 20 minute period Teacher’s Name: _
and place a check mark (}/) whenever a characteristic
ofhigh control (hostile) approach occurs. Observer:
Beginning Time: Ending Time: Observation Date:
Number of Students: Grade Level:
Number ofTimes Characteristic Occurs Raw %
Score Score
Characteristics 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Yells, “Sit down”
Yells, “Shut up” or
“Be quiet”
Slams objects (books,
rulers, etc.) down to get
students’ attention
Hits students with objects
or hands
Grabs students roughly










My name is Mario Barber, Assistant Principal at Grove Park Elementary School, and
1 am currently a graduate student at Clark Atlanta University. I am pursuing my doctorate
degree in Administration and Supervision and need your assistance. My dissertation topic is
“A Comparative Study: The Relationship Between Teachers’ Classroom Management Styles
and Student Achievement, Discipline, and Attendance.” As a part ofmy dissertation, I will
examine seven elementaiy schools, four Title I and three Non-Title I schools, and determine
the relationship between teachers’ classroom management styles and student achievement,
discipline, and attendance. Additionally, teachers’ race, gender, age, years of teaching
experience, and educational level will be investigated to determine the relationship between
the aforementioned student factors.
All information will be kept strictly confldential as required by Atlanta Public
Schools. The information received will be used solely as a part of my dissertation work.
You and each teacher involved may request a copy of the final dissertation. Clark Atlanta
University and the Atlanta Public Schools Department of Research, Planning, and
Accountability have approved my dissertation research (a copy of the approval letters is
available ifyou desire verification).
There are several items that I need to gather from you:
1. An approval letter stating that I have permission to conduct research at your school site;
2. A list ofyour teachers in grades 1-5;
3. Permission to observe your teachers (grades 1-5) to gain insight about their classroom
management style;
4. Permission to collect test scores from the Georgia Criterion Referenced Competency
Tests (GCRCT) for language arts and mathematics;
5. Permission to collect students’ final grades for language arts and mathematics;
6. Permission to obtain the number ofstudent discipline referrals and suspensions; and
7. Permission to obtain information regarding student attendance.
NO principal, teacher, student, or school namewill be used. All information MUST
and WILL be blind data - only numbers reported. Information/data will be collected
during the summer after school has ended for this school term. I will, however, have to
observe your teachers during the months ofApril and May 2002.
Thanks in advance for your cooperation and for assisting me with moving closer to my
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